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SUBCOMMITTEE NO. 2 CONSIDERATION OF S. 747, TO PROVIDE FOR 
THE CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN LANDS WHICH ARE A PART OF 
THE DES PLAINES PUBLIC HUNTING AND REFUGE AREA AND 
THE JOLIET ARSENAL MILITARY RESERVATION, LOCATED IN 
WILL COUNTY, ILL., TO THE STATE OF ILLINOIS 


Hovse or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE No. 2 OF THE 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 

Washington, D).C., Wednesday May 11, 1960. 


The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., room 313-A Old House Office 
Building, Hon. Melvin Price (acting chairman) presiding. 
Mr. Price. The subcommittee will be in order. 
(S. 747 follows:) 
[S. 747, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 
AN ACT To provide for the conveyance of certain lands which are a part of the Des 


Plaines Public Hunting and Refuge Area and the Joliet Arsenal Military Reservation, 
located in Will County, Illinois, to the State of Illinois 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That (a) subject to the provisions 
of subsections (b), (c), and (d) of this section, and section 3, the Administrator 
of General Services is authorized and directed to convey, by quitclaim deed, to 
the State of Illinois, for wildlife conservation or recreational purposes, all 
right, title, and interest of the United States in and to the following described 
lands, together with all buildings and improvements thereon, situated in Will 
County, Mlinois: 

All that part of fractional sections 29, 32 and 33, township 34 north, range 9, 
east of the third principal meridian, in Will County, Illinois, described as fol- 
lows: Beginning at a point of intersection of the west line of Route 66 (Federal 
Aid Route 77), as monumented and fenced and a line 1,000 feet south of and 
parallel to the north line of said section 33 (said point of intersection is 167.4 
feet west of the east line of said section 33); thence south 885 feet; thence 
south 4 degrees 1 minute 10 sectonds west 2,961.68 feet ; thence south 00 degrees 
15 minutes 20 seconds west 416.81 feet; thence south 1 degree 2 minutes 40 
seconds west 33.42 feet to the south line of said section 33, all of the above 
dimensions taken on the westerly line of said Route 66 as monumented and 
fenced (said last point is 352.7 feet west of the southeast corner of said section 
33); thence west along the south line of said section 33 and fractional section 
82, 10,082.43 feet to the southwest corner of said fractional section 
32; thence northerly along the west line of said fractional section 32, 4,486 
feet more or less to the southeasterly edge of the Des Plaines River; thence 
northeasterly along the southeasterly edge of said river to a point on a line 
described as follows: (Beginning at a point of intersection of the west line of 
Route 66 and a line 1,000 feet south of the north line of said section 33; thence 
westerly along a line 1,000 feet south of and parallel to the north line of said 
section 33 and fractional section 32, 5,300 feet: thence northwesterly along 
a line forming an angle of 115 degrees with said parallel line from east around 
north to northwest 4,800 feet more or less, to the southeasterly edge of the Des 
Plaines River) ; thence southeasterly along the previously described line 4,800 
feet to a point on a line 1,000 feet south of and parallel to the north line of 
Said section 33 and fractional section 32, said point being 5,300 feet west of the 
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west line of said Route 66; thence easterly along a line 1,000 feet south of and 
parallel to the north line of section 33, 5,300 feet to the place of beginning 
(excepting therefrom those portions lying along said river as deeded to the 
State of Illinois and recorded in the recorder’s office as document numbered 
414965, book 691, page 31; document numbered 414965, book 691, page 34, and 
document numbered 414965, book 691, page 35; also expecting those portions 
deeded to John Flom and recorded in the recorder’s office as document nun- 
bered 458161, book 759, page 38; also excepting that portion deeded to Three 
Rivers Yacht Club and recorded in the recorder’s office as document numbered 
695487, book 129, page 625; also excepting therefrom that portion deeded to 
Robert Berglund and Hugh Black and recorded in the recorder’s office as docu- 
ment numbered 846871, book 1698, page 303; also excepting that portion in- 
cluded within the lines measured 100 feet outward from the existing high bank 
on both sides, of Grant Creek Cutoff and Grant Creek) containing 946 acres, 
more or less. 

(b) The conveyance authorized to be made pursuant to subsection (a) of this 
section shall be conditional upon the payment by the State of [llinois to the 
Administrator of General Services as consideration for such conveyance of the 
sum of $286,638. 

(c) The land authorized to be conveyed pursuant to subsection (a) of this 
section shall be conveyed subject to such easements for railroad rights-of-way 
as shall, in the determination of the Administrator of General Services, be 
necessary or appropriate to provide railroad service for the purchasers of ad- 
joining tracts of land from the United States. 

(d) The instrument of conveyance authorized by this section shall expressly 
require (1) that in the event the property conveyed by such instrument ceases 
to be used for wildlife conservation or recreational] purposes, all right, title, 
and interest therein shall immediately revert to the United States to be held in 
the same manner as it was held prior to such conveyance; and (2) that all oil, 
gas, and mineral rights in the property conveyed shall be reserved to the 
United States. 

(e) The property authorized to be conveyed pursuant to subsection (a) of 
this Act has been declared to be surplus to the needs of the United States. 

Sec. 2. (a) Subject to the acquisition by the State of Illinois of the property 
described in the first section of this Act, the Secretary of the Army is authorized 
and directed, notwithstanding the provisions of section 2662 of title 10 of 
the United States Code, to convey, by quitclaim deed, without consideration, to 
the State of Illinois, for wildlife conservation or recreational purposes, all right, 
title, and interest of the United States in and to the following described lands, 
together with buildings and improvements thereon, situated in township 33 
north, range 9, east of the third principal meridian, Will County, Illinois, con- 
taining 1,500 acres, more or less: 

All of section 4; 

All of section 5; 

All of section 8 lying north of the Kankakee River; and 
All of section 9 lying north of the Kankakee River. 

(b) The instrument of conveyance authorized by this section shall (1) reserve 
to the United States all oil, gas, and mineral rights in the property; (2) reserve 
such improvements, rights-of-way, easements, and other interests as the Secre- 
tary of the Army determines should be retained in the public interest; and (3) 
contain provisions expressly requiring that (A) in the event the property con- 
veyed by such instrument ceases to be used for wildlife conservation or recrea- 
tional purposes, all right, title, and interest therein shall immediately revert to 
the United States to be held in the same manner as it was held prior to such 
conveyance, and (B) whenever the Congress of the United States declares a 
state of war or other national emergency, or the President declares a state 
of emergency, and upon the determination by the Secretary of Defense that the 
property conveyed under this section is useful or necessary for military, air, 
or naval purposes, or in the interest of national defense, the United States 
shall have the right, without obligation to make payment of any kind, to reenter 
upon the property and use the same or any part thereof, including all buildings 
and improvements thereon, for a period not to exceed the duration of such state 
of war or national emergency plus six months, and upon the termination of such 
use by the United States, the property shall be returned to the State of Illinois, 
together with all buildings and improvements thereon. 
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Sec. 3. The auhority contained in this Act shall expire one year from the 
jate of enactment of this Act if the State of Illinois has not, during such one 
year period, made commitments, satisfactory to the Administrator of General 
Services, wih respect to the acquisition by such State of the property authorized 
o be conveyed under the first section of this Act. 

Passed the Senate August 12, 1959. 

Attest: 

FELTON M. JoHNsTON, Secretary. 

Mr. Price. At the outset, I would like to read a statement which 
outlines what this session is all about. 

We are meeting this morning to consider 8. 747, an act to provide 
for the conveyance of certain lands which are a part of the Des 
Plaines Public Hunting and Refuge Area and the Joliet Arsenal 


Military Reservation, located in Will County, Ill. to the State of 





Illinois. 

This bill has been the subject of extended consideration both in 
committee and in debate on the floor of the Senate. 

The Committee on Government Operations of the Senate amended 
the bill as it was originally introduced and the bill was further 
amended on the floor of the Senate. 

The act as we have it before us would authorize the conveyance of 
two tracts of land. The first of these tracts is designated as No. 3 
and is under the jurisdiction of the General Services Administration. 
It comprises some 946 acres. 

The second of the tracts which would be conveyed under the act 
as it passed the Senate is under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of 
the Army and comprises some 1,500 acres. 

Since these two tracts are under the jurisdiction of different agen- 
cies, and since the considerations relating to each of them are some- 
what different, I would like to review each of these tracts individually. 


TRACT NO. 3 


Tract No. 3 is, as I have said, under the jurisdiction of the General 
Services Administration and comprises approximately 946 acres. The 
language of the act provides that the State pay $286,638 for this area. 

The act further provides with respect to this tract that certain 
railroad rights-of-way shall be retained by the United States; that 
if the property ceases to be used for wildlife conservation or recrea- 
tional purposes, title shall revert to the United States; that all oil, 


/ gas, and mineral rights in the property shall be reserved to the United 


States; and lastly, that the property “has been declared to be surplus 
to the needs of the United States.” 


TRACT NO. 4 


Tract No. 4 comprises some 1,500 acres and is under the jurisdic- 
tion of the Department of the Army. This tract would be conveyed 
to the State only if the State purchases tract No. 3 at the price and 
under the conditions which I have outlined above. No payment 
would be made by the State for the 1,500 acres comprising tract No. 4. 

In the conveyance of this tract, also—oil, gas, and mineral rights 


| would be reserved to the United States as would such improvements, 


rights-of-way, easements, and other interests as the Secretary of the 


| Army determines should be retained in the public interest. 
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Further, there is a requirement that if the property ceases to be used 
for wildlife conservation or recreational purposes, title to the property 
shall revert to the United States. With respect to this tract, however 
one additional condition is set out in the act. This additional condi- 
tion requires that whenever a state of war or national emergency js 
declared and the Secretary of Defense determines that the property 
is useful for military purposes, the United States shal] have the right, 
without making payment, to enter upon the property and use it during 
the period of such war or emergency plus 6 months. 


SECTION 3 


Section 3 of the bill provides that the authority contained in this 
measure shall expire 1 year from the date of enactment if the State 
of Illinois has not during that period made commitments satisfactory 
to the Administrator of General Services Administration with respect 
to the acquisition of tract No, 3. 

As I stated above, this proposal has been the subject of extended dis- 
cussion and debate. However, the act itself as we have it before us 
today is not in itself particularly complex. Very simply stated, it 
would authorize the conveyance of tract No. 3 for a stated amount of 
money, and if the State purchases this tract No. 3, then it will receive 
tract No. 4 at no cost. 

While there are some further matters which the subcommittee must 
consider during its deliberations on this bill, I feel that they will arise 
naturally as we hear and question the large number of witnesses which 
we have before us. Perhaps I should mention only the single most im- 
portant of these considerations in order to place the act itself and the 
testimony of some of the witnesses in proper prospective. And that 
consideration is that the Army does not wish to convey tract No. 4 to 
the State of Illinois but wishes, rather, to convey an entirely different 
tract comprising roughly the same acreage which will be referred to 
during the hearing as tract No. 5. Under the Army’s plan, tract No. 4 
would be used by the State under a permit but title to tract No. 4 would 
remain in the United States. 

If there is no objection, I will call the first of these witnesses, the 
distinguished Senator from Illinois, Mr. Douglas. 

Mr. Norsxap. Does tract No. 2 have anything to do with this? 

Mr. Price. No, we are not concerned with tracts Nos. 1 and 2. Coun- 
sel might explain to the committee what has already happened to tracts 
1 and 2. 


Mr. Ketiener. Tracts 1 and 2 were at one time involved in the leg- | 


islation. They have been found to be particularly valuable for indus- 
trial development and all of the various bills which were introduced— 
there must be perhaps four or five of them now—have eliminated one 
and two from consideration. They are put on there because of the his- 
toric value that they have with respect to the background of the 
legislation. 

Mr. O’Konsxr. Who owns No. 2 now? 


Mr. Ketiener. GSA, and it is their intention, as I understand it, | 


to sell those for something well over a million dollars for industrial 
development. 
Mr. Norpiap. Is this whole area military property ? 
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Mr. Keciener. It was part of the Kankakee division of the Joliet 
Arsenal. Lots 1,2, and 3 have been declared excess to the needs of the 
United States and A of tract 5 has been similarly declared excess to 
ihe needs of the United States and is now under the jurisdiction of 
GSA. Tract No. 4 is under the control of the Army and is used by 
the Army for Reserve training but the Army has been permitting, and 
says It will continue to permit, the area to be used by the State for 
wildlife pur poses, but it does wish to convey title. 

Part B of tract No. 5 is under the jurisdiction of the Army and A 
and B together make up tract 5 which the Army wishes to substitute 
for tract No. 4 under what we call the Army plan. 

Mr. Dorie. May Lask Mr. Kelleher a question ? 

Mr. Price. Mr. ‘Doyle. 

Mr. Doyix. I notice in your statement with reference to tract 4 
you said the Army would continue to let No. 4 be used for wildlife 
purposes, but you do not include recreation. . 

Mr. Kecrener. I did that inadvertently; wildlife and recreational 
purposes. 

Mr. Norsiap. How far is this from Chicago ¢ 

Mr. Kettener. About 45 minutes is my understanding. 

Mr. Price. Senator Douglas, will you kindly proceed ¢ 

It isa pleasure to have you as a leadoff witness. 


STATEMENT OF HON. PAUL H. DOUGLAS, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF ILLINOIS 


Senator Doueias. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I ap- 
preciate the invitation you have extended to me to testify on S. 747 
and I am going to urge you to pass this bill in the House in the same 
form in which it was passed by the Senate without making the changes 
which the Army wants you to make. 

I have prepared a rather full statement which I think I should not 
take the time to read, but I am going to ask that it be filed and made 
a part of the printed record in this case. 

Mr. Price. Fine. 

(The statement follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. Paut H. DouGLas 


Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you and the other members of this subcomunit- 
tee for the opportunity to appear in connection with 8. 747. This is, as you 
know, a bill to provide for the conveyance of certain lands which are part of 
the Des Plaines Public Hunting and Refuge Area and the Joliet Arsenal Military 
Reservation, locuted in Will County, IL, to the State of Tllinois. This bill 
passed the Senate on August 12, 1959, after extensive debate which began on 
August 4, 1959, and ended with passage 8 days later. 


HISTORY OF THE AREA 


The Des Plaines area was part of a large acreage of 32,000 acres of marginal 
land acquired by the Army at the outset of World War II for development of 
the Kankakee Ordnance Plant, which is presently known as the Joliet Arsenal. 
As the war developed the Des Plaines acreage turned out to be unneeded and 
it was never used for either ordnance or arsenal purposes, excepting in isolated 
areas for pumping stations and barracks for troops. 

At the conclusion of World War II, the State of Illinois took steps to acquire 
large unused areas for public hunting grounds. Among the lands sought was 
the western segment of the Joliet Arsenal which became available shortly after 
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the conclusion of hostilities. On January 20, 1948, the Department of the Army 

assigned the Des Plaines area by permit to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service | 
for transfer to the State of Illinois, and this transfer was made by permit on & 
March 24, 1948. This permit granted the Illinois Department of Conserv; ation 

the right to manage the wildlife on the 4,300-acre area, to include public hunting j 
as well as development of wildlife cover and the propagation of game birds, | 
With these rights also went the responsibility for policing the area, the mainte. 

nance of the roads and fences, and the operation of the farm program under | 
the supervision of the Soil Conservation Service and with the approval of the | 
farm manager of the Joliet Arsenal. 

Wildlife plantings were made and a long-range farm plan established for 
the 5-year term of the original permit. The first public hunting program was | 
launched in 1948 with 3,483 hunters participating. During the next 3 years in 
cooperation with the Army several unneeded buildings were removed, including 
various farmsteads and barracks. Steps were taken to convert the barracks 
area into a game farm, and pens for pheasants were constructed on the game 
farm section. On April 11, 1952, the original 5-year permit was replaced with 
a 10-year permit running from the same date of origin until March 24, 195s. 
Although the permit from the Department of the Interior expired on March 24. 
1958, the State of Illinois has continued to operate the area for public use. 
On March 11, 1958, the Department of the Army reported 3,525 acres of land 
and improvements of the Joliet Arsenal to General Services Administration as 
excess property. This report of excess includes the 2,414 acres of the public 
hunting area described in my bill (S. 747). The remainder of the area declared 
excess was retained by the Department of the Army for Reserve training and 
joint use under an agreement with the Illinois Department of Conservation. The i 
State of Illinois through its department of conservation has formally requested 
the transfer of the excess area for wildlife conservation and public recreational | 
uses. 

GEOGRAPHICAL IMPORTANCE OF THE DES PLAINES WILDLIFE AREA 


The geographical location of this facility has a particular importance to 
Illinois as it is one of the few available for public use which serves the large 
populations of northern Illinois. The Des Plaines area is 10 miles south of Joliet, 
Ill, and 42 miles southeast and within 1 hour’s drive of Metropolitan Chicago. 
The Des Plaines facility is the largest and best public recreation area available 
to an S-county northeast section of Illinois containing in excess of 5,200,000 
people. Many more people in other sections of Illinois use the recreational 
facilities available in this area. I am advised that after a slow start in 1948 
approximately 59,160 persons have registered and made use of the facility for 
hunting, dog trials, and other uses since that date. This number will greatly 
increase if the area is stabilized and a more extensive use program developed 
to include water sports, camping, and fishing. 





LEGISLATIVE ACTION 


Early in 1958 the State of Illinois, acting pursuant to a 1948 act of Congress, 
applied to General Services Administration for a transfer of the 2,414 acres 
to the State for wildlife conservation and as a public hunting area. This 
statute provides that, upon request, real property which is under the jurisdic 
tion or control of a Federal agency and is no longer required by such agency 
may be transferred without reimbursement or transfer of funds (1) if it can 
be utilized for wildlife conservation purposes of the agency of the State wherein 
the real property lies; and (2) is chiefly valuable for use for any such purpose, 
and which, in the determination of the Administrator of General Services Ad- 
ministration, is available for such use. 

Because of the location of a superhighway, a railroad, and the Illinois Water- 
way, the site attracted attention as a good location for industrial development. 
The industrial development potential created a large dollar value for the tract. 
The Administrator, General Services Administration, formulated a plan for 
disposal and advertised the tract as available as an industrial site. The bids 
were received and opened on March 16, 1959. The bids received for the whole 
of the three parcels offered were : 
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The area made available by General Services Administration for disposition as 
Federal property in excess to needs was presented for bidding in three parcels 
identified as follows, with the bid produced for each parcel : 


Parcel No. I—620 acres___----~---- Gee aT a ee Le ee We Pe ee $449, 100 
Pascal. NO;  T1-—-GAS BCROB iis in otis ii ee ein deen seen RE as EL 559, 000 
Parcel No. T1I—046) acres......<5--6-.- ses ee ES ae 286, 638 


Based upon the evaluation of the highest bid, it is not difficult to understand 
the problem confronting Administrator Floete in making a decision for dis- 
position of the tract. 

Because of these facts, I introduced S. 747. The bill I introduced was the 
subject of 2 days of hearings before a special subcommittee of the Senate 
Committee on Government Operations. This action permits Congress to review 
and make the decision of disposition and this is right because of the demon- 
strated wide public interest and need. It is my understanding the Department 
of Conservation of Illinois has spent an amount approaching $500,000 in devel- 
oping this tract. This is a substantial expenditure and should be taken into 
consideration when considering only dollar value. 

During the hearings before the Senate special subcommittee it became ap- 
parent that there was an area of possible agreement between the State of Illi- 
nois and the General Services Administration relative to the disposition of all 
or part of the property. At the request of Senator Muskie, chairman of the 
subcommittee, negotiations were undertaken by representatives of the State 
of Illinois of my office, and Administrator Floete, General Services Adminis- 
tration, on May 13, 1959. As a result of the negotiations, it was suggested that 
the area set forth in the bill would include parcel No. III (946 acres), and 
parcel No. IV (1,500 acres), a tract contiguous to No. III to the south. 
The State of Illinois was to pay $286,638 for parcel III, the bid price received 
by GSA for this parcel, and was to receive parcel No. IV without further con- 
sideration. By this agreement, the State of Illinois would be able to develop 
an area of 2,446 acres in one block for wide public recreational uses, parcel 
No. I (620 acres), the northernmost tract of this excess property, parcel No. I] 
(848 acres), lying to the south of No. I, were determined to be proper for dis- 
posal for industrial use and neither parcel No. I nor parcel No. II become a 
part of the consideration for this public use. 

The Department of the Army interposed objections to this agreement stating 
in general the area included within parcel No. IV was needed for Reserve train- 
ing purposes for approximately 167 Reserve units with an aggregate strength 
of 12,672 personnel and for the additional reason that the area (parcel No. 
IV) was not excess to their needs. The Department of the Army offered a 
compromise to the special subcommittee which would transfer another tract 
of land identified as parcel No. V comprising approximately 1,875 acres located 
to the east and south of parcel No. IV. Parcel No. V is located across Highway 
No. 66 which is a heavily traveled highway connecting St. Louis and Chicago, 
and constructed for high-speed traffic. This creates an intolerable obstacle 
for convenient widespread public use of this compromise offer. Further that 
the Department of the Army would permit some limited use by the State of 
Illinois of parcel No. IV except when in actual use for military training; and 
no training would be undertaken during the period established by the State of 
Illinois as the pheasant hunting season. Following this compromise offer by 
the Department of the Army, I asked several of the Illinois conservation and 
wildlife groups to make an inspection of parcel V to determine whether or not 
the area offered would be suitable for development for public recreational uses. 
I was advised that parcel No. V was not suitable for these uses, first because 
it is not connected with parcel No. III and can be reached only by crossing the 
busy and complicated Illinois Highway No. 66 I referred to above, and that 
the area has little if any vegetation or growth of trees, streams, or other natural 
resources suitable for development for recreational uses. The land is described 
as thin and underlaid by rock formations which would prohibit a development 
of the natural resources needed for public park purposes. I might add, that 
it should provide excellent facilities for rigorous army training, if that is the 
type of training desired for the Reserve activities, and I suggest that the Army 
retain parcel No. V and relinquish their claims upon parcel No. IV. This would 
provide a sufficiently large contiguous area for the development of an adequate 
State park for the people of Illinois. On June 18, 1959, I advised the Senate 
special subcommittee that based upon representations made to me by wildlife 
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and conservation interests in the State of Illinois that the proposal of the De 
partment of the Army was not acceptable since the land was not suitable for 
such purposes. 

The Senate special subcommittee by its report states: “The special subcom- 
mittee gave careful attention to the testimony presented at the public hearings 
on 8S. 747 and to the comments of the Department of the Army. It concluded 
that (1) there was a serious need for additional wildlife, conservation, and 
recreational facilities in the Chicago area; (2) there was also a serious need 
for further industrial development in that area; (3) the two northernmost 
parcels of surplus property, comprising a total of 1,468 acres, were most suitable 
for industrial development and that the best interests of the people of Illinois 
would be served by it being put to such use; (4) the southernmost parcel of 
surplus property, comprising 946 acres, Was not particularly suitable for jp- 
dustrial purposes and was more suitable for wildlife and conservation use: 
(5) the 1,500 acres are particularly suitable for wildlife and conservation pur- 
poses, since that tract is directly contiguous to the 946-acre tract, lying imme 
diately to the south thereof, and is presently being put to such use under the 
terms of an understanding to that effect between the State conservation de 
partment and the commanding general, 5th Army; (6) the parcel offered by 
the Department of the Army as a substitute for the original 1,500-acre tract, 
lying to the south and east of the 946-acre tract, was not contiguous thereto, 
and is said by persons concerned with conservation matters to be unsuitable 
for wildlife and conservation purposes; and (7) that the Department of the 
Army has available to it in the Joliet Arsenal area approximately 32,000 acres 
of land, part of which, it appears, could easily be used for Reserve training 
purposes in lieu of the 1,500 acres proposed to be utilized for wildlife and con- 
servation purposes.” 

Based upon these findings, the special subcommittee concluded that the best 
interests of the State of Illinois and the United States would be served by the 
adoption of a committee amendment in the nature of a substitute for S. 747, 
which would provide (a) for the transfer by the Administrator of General Serv- 
ices to the State of Illinois of the 946-acre tract of surplus property at the price 
originally bid for it in March 1959 of $303 per acre or a total of $286,638; and 
(6) contingent upon this purchase, the transfer by the Secretary of the Army 
to the State of Illinois of the 1,500-acre tract immediately to the south thereof 
and contiguous with it, without compensation. This would provide the State 
of Illinois with a total of 2,446 acres of land at a cost of $286,638 for wildlife, 
conservation, and recreation purposes which was in the view of the subcom- 
mittee, an amount equivalent to its fair market value for the purpose for which 
it will be utilized. The Administrator of General Services would then be free 
to sell to private industry the two northernmost parcels, which are most valuable 
for industrial use, because of their proximity to railroads, waterways; and 
highways; and the United States would realize a substantial sum of money from 
the disposal of these properties. 

After due inquiry, the special subcommittee ascertained that this arrangement 
was entirely agreeable to the State of Illinois, the conservation interests, and 
the industrial interests. Finally, the subcommittee concluded that, in view of 
vast areas of land surrounding the Joliet Arsenal amounting to approximately 
32,000 acres, the Department of the Army had failed to make a compelling case 
for the retention of the particular 1,500-acre tract in question as being essential 
to its training program. 

The full Government Operations Committee acting upon the advice of the sub 
committee states: “After careful review, the committee concurs fully in the 
findings and recommendations of its special subcommittee. 

“Tt is the view of the committee that the amendment in the nature of a sub- 
stitute, recommended by the special subcommittee, would result in the best pos- 
sible land utilization by providing for an equitable distribution of the property 
in question for industrial use and for conservation purposes. The committee 
also agrees with the conclusion of its special subcommittee, that the Depart- 
ment of the Army has failed to present a compelling case and that there is no 
indication that the national defense will be impaired in any way as a result of 
a transfer of the 1,500 acres of Army property which are now used partially for 
wildlife and conservation purposes and partially for Reserve training purposes.” 

S. 747 was subsequently considered by the Senate and as previously stated was 
fully debated by that body and passed with a voice vote on August 12, 1959. 
That bill is now before this subcommittee for consideration. 
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CONCLUSION 

I have stated before that there is a pressing need for the development of an 
dequate area for wide public recreational use in the northern part of Tlinois. 
The populations of the cities and the industrial expansion is great and increasing 
vearly. The needs of these populations for convenient places to spend their 
leisure time in quiet natural surroundings is great. The bill before this com- 
mittee has been the subject of close study, much negotiation and serious debate. 
§ 747 deserves your careful consideration. 

In your considerations of the bill I hope you will give careful thought to the 
need for establishing an area adequate in size and affording a proper convenience 
to the public, and one which will contain adequate facilities for the development 
of wide publie recreational uses for the people of Illinois. I want to assure you 
of my desire to work with this committee and the conservation and wildlife 
groups in Illinois to obtain the most satisfactory bill that is possible, and which 
meets the above requirements. I appreciate your permitting me to appear before 
you to state my views. 

Senator Dovenas. I would like very briefly to summarize the 
situation. 

The counsel of the committee has stated the geography of this 
problem very accurately. 

Originally lots 1, 2, and 3 were leased by the Army to the State 
of Illinois in 1948, a total of 2.500 acres, and the State of Illinois 
has developed that both as a wildlife preserve and also as a shooting 
place for hunters. It was declared surplus by the Army and a pro- 
posal was made to have the entire area used for industrial purposes. 
In view of the lack of recreational facilities in the Chicago area, I 
filed a bill to have 1, 2, and 3 used, not. for industrial purposes, but 
for the present purpose of hunting and wildlife, plus a recreational 
feature which I wish to have added. 

The chamber of commerce in Joliet, the Steelworkers Union in 
Joliet, and one of the railways objected to this and wanted to have it 
used for industrial purposes. We reached a compromise, however, 
under which lots 1 and 2, a total of 1,500 acres, would be used for 
industrial purposes but lots 3 and 4 would be used for hunting, wild- 
life,and recreation. 

In other words, lot No. 4 was substituted for lots 1 and 2 and we 
thought we had reconciled the conflicting interests of recreation and 
industry. As a matter of fact, lot No. 4 was preferable for recrea- 
tional purposes to lots 1 and 2, because it fronts on the Kankakee 
River which is a relatively uncontaminated stream, whereas lots 1 
and 2 front on the Des Plaines River which is a highly polluted stream. 

We thought the two purposes had been well filled and while there 
were rumblings of discontent from the Army, the Army did not 
appear before the Senate subcommittee and we passed it through the 
Senate with some difficulty, but not on the question of location. 

The difficulty came from Senator Morse, of Oregon, who felt that 
it did not conform to the Morse formula, but that difficulty was 
resolved and it was passed. 

Then the Army appears and now wants to take out lot No. 4, shut 
off access to the Kankakee, and substitute lot 5 of 1,500 acres, approxi- 
mately the same size. There is one very important feature that I 
think the counsel inadvertently omitted and that is that Highway No. 
66 runs directly up the east side of lots 1, 2,3, and 4. This is one of the 


most highly traveled roads in the country. 
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As the chairman of the subcommittee is well familiar with this, 
coming from East St. Louis, as he does, it is the main highway be- 
tween St. Louis and Chicago. There is a tremendous number of 
automobiles and trucks traveling constantly there. 

The Army proposes to substitute not merely two disconnected lots, 
3 and 5, but two lots which are separated by one of the important 
arteries of the country. I am not fully acquainted with the reasons 
of the Army but from conversations with one of the Assistant Secre- 
taries, I understand they say that they think lot No. 4 is uniquely 
adapted for maneuvers and they need lot No. 4 for maneuvers on 
weekends. I have not had a full surveillance imposed on what happens 
weekends there, but the community round about has not noticed any 
great signs of war games being conducted on lot No. 4. If that is 
the purpose of the Army, those games could be equally conducted on 
lot 5 of equal size, but no, they must have lot 4 and split this up, split 
the recreational area. 

I do not wish to be uncharitable in my surmises but it is quite 
possible that part of the attractiveness of lot No. 4 is the fact that 
it will be connected with lot 3 and that lot 8 will have a game preserve. 
There will be pheasants that will be hatched and developed there and 
these pheasants will naturally stray over the border into lot 4 and this 
will provide a happy hunting ground for the officers of the 5th Army 
who can come out on weekends from Chicago and practice military 
skill by shooting the pheasants. This may be an uncharitable inter- 
pretation, gentlemen, but it is at least a possible one. It is the only 
one that I can conceive of which might lead them to insist that they 
must have lot 4 and that the people must take the castoff lot 5, which, 
as you will note, will be at least a mile and a half from lot 3 and sepa- 
rated, as I have said, by a high-speed thoroughfare. 

I hope very much that we may have the bill in its form here pass 
the House. Lots 3 and 4 reconcile the industrial needs with the recrea- 
tional needs. 

Mr. O’Konsxt1. Does the Army have any kind of an installation on 
lot No. 4? 

Senator Doveras. Not that I know of. This is pure open ground 
with some trees on it. I have been over both lots and I may say that 
lot No. 4 is admirable for recreational purposes, better than lots 1 
and 2. Lot No. 5 not only is disconnected but does not have the growth 
of trees that lot No. 4 has. 

Mr. Norsiap. What is the land to the right of lots 1, 2, 3, and 4? 

Senator Doveras. That is more or less open land. 

Mr. Norsiap. That is not an ordnance depot? 

Senator Doveras. That is land attached to the ordnance depot. 
They bought 33,000 acres originally around the depot, an amount 
vastly in excess of anything they ever needed or that they now use. 
I think this is an area of a little scrub farming which is carried on 
there under lease. 

Mr. Norsiap. How far away are the depot buildings themselves, the 
actual structures ? 

Senator Doveras. Several miles back. 

Mr. Norsiap. Are they operational ? 

Senator Doveras. At a very reduced rate. I think there are some- 
thing like 500 or 600 people there. 
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Mr. Beexer. Mr. Chairman ! 

Mr. Price. Mr. Becker. 

Mr. Becxer. I am sorry I did not hear all of the testimony and all 
of the opening statement by Mr. Kelleher, but in lot No. 5 you talk 
about down below, who is that owned by 4 

Senator Doveias. That is part of the Kankakee Ordnance Depot. 
It is owned by the Government. 

Mr. Becker. By the Army 4 

Senator Douanas. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Becker. Thank you. That is the only question I had. 

Mr. Doytz. May I inquire? 

Mr. Price. Mr. Doyle. 

Mr. Dorie. May I apologize for being called out for 2 minutes just 
as you came, but there was a long distance call from California. 

Is there any evidence that. you know of, of present military activity 
on lot No. 4 ¢ 

Senator Doucias. As I say, I have not been able to get down there 
every weekend, but informants tell me that they have not noticed any 
marked war games taking place there. It may be that they have 
brought some down for weekends but I cannot answer that. 

Mr. Dorie. I would assume that it has been owned for years, and 
if it has been valuable at all for military purposes it has been used. 
I would think, Mr. Chairman, that unless the Army can show that it 
has been used substantially in the past, that it is too late to begin in 
the future. 

Senator Doveras. The conclusion which you have stated is precisely 
the conclusion of the Senate subcommittee. Senator Muskie and 
Senator Gruening went into this quite thoroughly and came to exactly 
the same conclusion you have. 

Mr. Dorie. Assuming that lots 3 and 4 are contiguous one to the 
other, would that area be used by large numbers of people from 
Chicago ? 

Senator Doueuas. Yes. 

Mr. Dore. By millions? 

Senator Dovcias. I would not say millions, but by tens of thou- 
sands per year. The Chicago metropolitan area has something like 
6 million people in it and it does lack adequate recreational facilities. 
Properly developed this could take tens of thousands of people a year. 

Mr. Doyie. My only observation is this: I think this same problem 
involving lots 1 and 2 was before this subcommittee or, at least, a com- 
mittee on which I was sitting 4, 5, or 6 years ago. Iam sure it is the 
same geographical area. 

Mr. Price. It could have been before the Real Estate Subcommittee. 

Mr. Ketiener. Possibly. 

Mr. Dorie. Knowing, as we all do, that it is well established that 
adequate recreational areas have not only social benefit but economic 
value to the metropolitan area, I would favor recreational use for lots 
2 and 3. 

Mr. Ketiener. You mean lots 3 and 44 

Mr. Doyie. Lots 3 and 4 far over and above pheasant hunting or 
any other incidental use. 

Senator Doveras. I quite agree with you and that is one reason 
why I welcome the substitution of lot No. 4 for lots 1 and 2. 
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As I said, lots 1 and 2 front on the Des Plaines River which js 
very polluted stream. The Kankakee River is a rapidly growing 
river and it is relatively, relatively clean. I think there are great 
possibilities in that mile along the Kankakee River. 

Mr. Norsiap. Mr. Chairman ¢ 

Mr. Price. Mr. Norblad. 

Mr. Norsiap. What is the outstanding need by the Army for tracts 
3.4, and 5? If there is a need for recreation why should we not 
transfer those to the State of Illinois / 

Senator Doveias. You are more than generous. I would be per- 
fectly willing to accept that. We are modest and I am only asking 
for 3 and 4. 

Mr. Becker. He is willing to give you everything, Senator. 

Mr. O’Konskt. Would you care to have Senator Morse’s suggestion ? 

Senator Dove.as. I do most thoroughly object to the substitution 
of 5 for4. Ifthe Army wants space for maneuvers, they can maneuver 
just as well on 5 as on 4. True, it will not have the attractiveness of 
sneer oe shooting and practicing marksmanship on moving targets, 
mut it will be sufficient and adequate. 

The full committee of the Senate stated: 

* * * The Department of the Army has failed to present a compelling case 
and there is no indication that the national defense will be impaired in any way 
as a result of the transfer of the 1,500 acres of Army property which is now 
used partially for wildlife and conservation purposes and partially for Reserve 
training purposes. 

Mr. Price. Thank you very much, Senator. 

Mr. Becker. I have just one question, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Price. Mr. Becker. 

Mr. Brecxerr. In the bill here for the conveyance, on page 4, para- 
graph (b),they say: 

The conveyance authorized to be made pursuant to subsection (a) of this 
section shall be conditional upon the payment by the State of Illinois to the 
Administrator of General Services as consideration for such conveyance of the 
sum of $286,688. 

That is the amount to be paid by the State of Illinois for tracts 3 
and 4% 

Senator DovuGias. That istrue. It is technically for three. 

Mr. Becker. Tract No.3? 

Senator Doveras. Full conveyance on No. 4. It is on this point 
that Senator Morse had his go-around with me. He was saying we 
were getting four for nothing. The point is that $286,688 is the full 
value of tract No. 3. Therefore, we felt that the $286.638 would be 
roughly equivalent to half the value of 3 plus 4. 

Mr. Becker. What would be the value? 

Senator Doveias. About $286,000 and that is almost the full value 
of lot No. 3. That is, we are paying for 3 and 4 a total of $286,638 
but technically that was ascribed to 3 alone, since there had not been 
an appraisal of lot No. 4. Roughly speaking, in our judgment, lots 
3 and 4 together would not exceed $600,000 and the State was ready 
to pay one-half of that. 

Mr. Becker. One-half of the $600,000 / 

Senator Dove.as. That is right. Technically, that was the full 
value of lot No. 3. 
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Mr. Becker. That is about $2,540 an acre as between lots 3 and 4? 

Senator Dougias. That is right. It is extremely poor land. 

Mr. Becker. In the statement that is going to come from our good 
friend, Dewey Short, he states that at the present time the Joliet Ar- 
senal is outleasing 24,981 acres for an annual rental of $176,510 a year, 
just for grazing. That is on page 2 of his statement. They claim 
they are getting that outleased for agricultural and grazing purposes 
and receiving a rent of $176,510 a year. 

Senator Doueuas. Sir, I cannot believe that is leasing for agricul- 
tural purposes, 

Mr. Norsiap. That is 24,000 acres. 

Senator Dovetas. I think it includes housing and other facilities. 

Mr. Norsiap. How many acres are there in lots 3 and 4? 

Senator Dougras. Lot No. 3 has a little over 900 acres and lot No. 
4has 1,500 acres. Lots 1 and 2, 1,500 acres. 

Mr. Becker. We are agreed that it brings in an annual rent of 
$176,510 a year ¢ 

Senator Doueias. I am sure that that is not farm rental. It must 
be the rental of housing somewhere, or industrial property somewhere 
on the whole reservation. 

Mr. Price. That point will be developed when we have the Army 
before us. 

Senator Doucuas. I am sure that is not farm rental. As a matter 
of fact, this is miserable farmland. It is miserable farmland. 

Mr. Price. Those points and those details can be developed when 
we have the Army before us. 

Thank you very much, Senator. 

Mr. Doyte. I have one more question, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Price. Mr, Doyle. 

Mr. Dorie. Senator, you refer to page 6, section 3, where it specifies 
that within 1 year the State, if it has not made commitments satis- 
factory to the Administrator and so forth, and I assume, therefore, 
that the State of Illinois has cooperated actively in this program ¢ 

Senator Douetas. I am not om to speak for the State of Illinois, 
because the government of the State of Illinois is in the hands of a po- 
litical party “which is not mine and, very frankly, I say they have been 
conducting their negotiations without: informing me what they are 
doing. I must say th: it I am in obscurity concerning their plans, but 
we did not wish to give the State any improper rights or privileges so 
that if they did not act within a year, then the de: al was off. 

Mr. Becker. Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Price. Mr. Becker. 

Mr. Becker. Is the State going to be heard at all on this subject ? 

Mr. Price. The State has been contacted and we have telegrams in 
the file from the State which will be submitted at the appropriate 
time. 

Thank you very much, Senator. 

Senator Doveias. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Price. We appreciate your testimony. 

I would like to have you comment on this, Senator, so we are clear 
on this point: The bill as it passed the Senate was in itself a com- 
promise, was it not ? 

Senator Douexas. Yes, it was a compromise in that the original 
bill provided for the State taking over lots 1, 2, and 3, but we gave 
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up to industry lots 1 and 2, totaling 1,500 acres, in return for lot No, 
4. We thought that was satisfactory to the State and General Sery- 
ices, because they had conducted the negotiations. As a matter of 
fact, they made the proposal and we compromised once. Frankly, I 
think it was to the benefit of all sides because, as I have said, lot 
No. 4 is much better for recreation than lots 1 and 2. 

One and two very properly are adapted for industry. We thought 
we had reached a fine solution and then the Army comes in and says, 
“No, we won’t give up. We will hold onto lot No. 4 and you must 
take a disconnected lot a mile and a half away, across a high-speed 
thoroughfare.” 

Mr. Price. Did the Army testify before the Senate subcommittee? 

Senator Doveras. No; this was in camera. 

Mr. Becker. In other words, they were not called upon to oive 
their viewpoint in opposition, were they ? 

Senator Doveras. They could have testified. I will submit a copy 
of the hearings. They were free to testify. 

Mr. Becker. Were they invited to testify ? 

Senator Doveras. They were there. 

Mr. Becker. The departments of the executive branch of govern- 
ment, as I understand it, are supposed to be invited and not inject 
themselves in to testify before a committee: and I am wondering 
whether they were invited to testify. 

Mr. Brown. They were there every day. We will leave these hear- 
ings with you. 

Mr. Becker. They property should be when they are involved, but 
they were not invited ? 

Mr. Brown. They participated. That is the Government Opera- 
tions Committee of the Senate. 

Mr. Becker. I thought the report might indicate they were invited 
to testify. 

Senator Dovetas. They knew what was going on. 

Mr. Becker. They did not testify ? 

Mr. Brown. No, they did not. They negotiated, however. 

Mr. Price. We appreciate having you, Senator. 

The Chair now desires to recognize the distinguished Congresswom- 
an from Illinois, the Honorable Marguerite Stitt Church. 

Do you have a statement you would like to submit to the com- 
mittee ? 


STATEMENT OF HON. MARGUERITE STITT CHURCH, A REPRESENT: 
ATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ILLINOIS 


Mrs. Cuurcnu. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I do have a brief statement. 

Mr. Chairman, following the very succinct and convincing argument 
of Senator Douglas, I think it is unnecessary for me to go into detail 
about the various sections, but I would like, if I may, to read my 
statement. 

[ am most grateful for the privilege of appearing this morning be- 
fore Subcommittee No. 2 of the great Committee on Armed Services 
in connection with the study of the purpose, intent, and anticipated 
consequences of S. 747, a bill to provide for the conveyance of certain 
lands which are a part of the Des Plaines Public Hunting and Refuge 
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Area and the Joliet Arsenal Military Reservation, located in Will 
County, L11., to the State of Illinois. 

I would like to say that I would prefer that S. 747 be reported out 
in the form in which it passed the Senate, although I would not reject 
a compromise. 

As the subcommittee may recall, I personally introduced on Feb- 
ruary 5, 1959, H.R. 4160, which was a companion bill to S. 747 as 
originally introduced in the Senate for the purpose of preserving for 
the use of the people of Illinois and particularly for those in the 
heavily populated northern section, just as much as is possible of the 
area sought to be established as a conservation, wildlife, and recrea- 
tional reserve. 

| followed, with close attention and keen interest, the progress of 
the Senate legislation. It early became established, Mr. Chairman, 
that such legislation and the territory which was involved therein gen- 
erated much controversy and that some compromise was apparently 
inevitable if the measure was to become law. Such realization, I 
might add, Mr. Chairman, was at first accepted with understandable 
reluctance by those who most appreciated the need for establishment 
in our region of areas that would be permanently reserved for the use 
of the people, particularly those from highly industrialized and 
heavily populated sections. 

In appearing before you today, and speaking briefly to the legisla- 
tion, Mr. Chairman, I would like to state again my own strong convic- 
tion that a major duty of our generation is to take responsibility in 
planning for the conservation, wildlife, and recreational needs of the 
generations to come. In fact, I have long felt that we are living in 
this matter on “borrowed time,” as far as adequate provision of this 
nature is concerned; we of today in our great area are enjoying the 
foresight and courageous action of an earlier generation which pro- 
vided, through the forest preserves of Cook County and other open 
public areas, a breathing space for our generation. Frequently, we 
are hearing the term “explosive population.” Nowhere does this 
apply more fully or more rightly than in northern Llinois. The 
census currently being taken shows an expanding population beyond 
anticipation—a population that is reaching out and rapidly turning 
into metropolitan areas, what even 10 years ago was open land avail- 
able for agriculture and similar pursuits as well as for recreation and 
wildlife refuges. When, consequently, we became aware of the fact 
that the Joliet Arsenal Military Reservation was declaring as surplus 
some of the land therein, there developed within my own district and 
among wise leaders in the metropolitan area of Chicago a deepening 
realization that here existed a possibility for obtaining for permanent 
public use a certain section of land which now and for the future would 
prove of countless benefit. 

I do not plan this morning, Mr. Chairman, to take the time of the 
committee to emphasize the need for conservation, wildlife, and recre- 
ational areas as an antidote to the evils of crowded city life or as a 
means of preserving within the American people the use of skills 
which should not be denied. This subcommittee is as fully aware 
as I could ever hope to be of the problems arising to plague our 
generation from overcrowded city living, particularly in the under- 
privileged areas which serve as a breeding ground for juvenile delin- 
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quency and other problems that threaten the physical and moral 
stamina of our young people. 

Referring again to the fact that developments have demonstrated 
that some part of this land to be released is to be reserved for other 
purposes than as a conservation, wildlife and recreational reserve, | 
would like to express myself as being willing to accept the final judg- 
ment of this committee on the proper division, at the same time that 
I reemphasize my own conviction that to preserve adequate space for 
conservation, wildlife, and recreational purposes is a definite and in- 
escapable responsibility of our own generation. 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mrs. Church. ‘That is splendidly stated. 
You favor approval of the legislation by the subcommittee in the form 
in which it was passed by the Senate ¢ 

Mrs. Cuurcn. Yes; 1 do, Mr. Chairman, although I would accept 
a compromise. I think that Senator Douglas intimated that we have 
gained by the first compromise, if we can still have the tracts which 
were then allotted to us. 1, personally, am always sympathetic to the 
needs of the Armed Forces. 1 think they know that. In this in- 
stance, I have not personally heard their argument, which might 
persuade me that permanent benefits to the whole community of this 
nature would not be lessened by their proposed change in the plan. 
I am convinced, knowing this area very well, that it should be an 
impelling reason and only an impelling reason, which should be 
offered or accepted for any change in the present plan. I have not 
heard the Armed Forces testify to this point. 

I would feel, I repeat, that the reasons for change in the allocations 
as provided in the Senate bill would have to be strong and convincing. 

Mr. Norsiap. Both you and Senator Douglas speak of the millions 
of people in the Chicago area who use it. Is it close enough geo 
graphically to Chicago and are transportation facilities available 
where people could get to it ! 

Mrs. Cuurcu. I think that such is indeed the case. In the first 
place, we have been building a tremendous system of toll roads. Now 
a distance of 40 miles from the city of Chicago is nothing. The 
northern part of my district, in fact, runs up to Wisconsin. I am 
amazed to find our northern lakes filled in the summertime with 
people who come from Chicago and areas even further south. 

Mr. Doyie. May I say that the distinguished Congresswoman is to 
be congratulated on her statement. It is basically sound, in my 
judgment. 

Mr. Price. Further questions / 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Price. Thank you very much. 

Congressman Derwinski’s statement will be inserted at this point in 
the record. 

(Congressman Derwinski’s statement follows :) 

STATEMENT OF EDWARD J. DERWINSKI, MEMBER OF CONGRESS 

Mr. Chairman, I join the other members of the Illinois delegation in urging 
your approval of S. 747 with the suggested amendments which would serve the 
sportsmen of Illinois in a manner that would not be detrimental to any other 
factors involved in the use of this land. 

I specifically recommend to you the testimony of Illinois Department of Con- 
servation and of Mr. Royal McClelland, executive secretary of the Illinois 
Federation of Sportsmen’s Clubs, whose testimony you are hearing this morning. 
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Mr. Chairman, I do not feel that I should take the time of the committee to 
reiterate the details presented by the spokesmen for the sportsmen’s groups 
except to point out that the recommendations made have been dilligently and 
onscientiously developed by responsible Federal, military, State, and private 
officials in the manner that I definitely feel is in the best interest of all concerned. 

May I point out that the area in question, comprising several lakes and miles 
f shoreline, was for years used extensively by Illinois sportsmen for fishing 
and hunting. I believe that the tremendous need for sports and recreational 
facilities in the Chicago metropolitan area is such that the utmost possible con- 
sideration should be given to the most practical use of the Des Plaines Wildlife 
{rea. I honestly feel that the U.S. Army has sufficient land in the vicinity of the 
Joliet Arsenal for their immediate and future use, and that definite priority 
should be given sportsmen’s groups at this time. 

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, may I specifically recall to your attention the 
statement of my colleague, Congressman Church, and the other members of the 
\llinois delegation representing, as we do, the people who would make the most 
practical, feasible, and proper use of these badly needed facilities, 

Mr. Price. The next witness will be the Honorable Franklin G. 
Floete, Administrator of the General Services Administration. 

We appreciate your taking the time to come down and testify, 
Mr. Floete. 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRANKLIN G. FLOETE, ADMINISTRATOR, 
GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Frorre. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I would like to give 
ertain facts with reference to this which I believe have not been 
covered heretofore. 

The Joliet Arsenal tracts 1, 2, and 3 had an original acquisition 
ost of $615,000 to the Government. 

Mr. Norsuap. In what year was that ¢ 

Mr. Fiorre. It was purchased during the war, I think, or shortly 
before. Of that cost, $416,836 was for land and the balance equip- 
ment and buildings, $198,000, 

The property was reported excess by the Army in March of 1958, 
2,414 acres comprising tracts 1, 2, and 3. 

We determined it surplus immediately thereafter, on March 13, 
L958. 

On March 18, 1958, the State of Illinois applied for transfer for 
wildlife conservation and public hunting area under the 1948 act 
without reimbursement. 

In cases such as these GSA is required to make a determination 
that the land is valuable chiefly for wildlife purposes. 

I have always had a great interest in hunting and fishing. I have 
done it all my life. 

I went to Joliet and then went to the arsenal for the express pur- 
pose of making a thorough examination of the property. That was 
in September of 1958. 

It was obvious that certain parts of it were well adapted for wild- 
life use, and in my opinion certain parts of it were very desirable for 
industrial property. 

In the first place, it is located only 40 miles from Chicago, 10 miles 
from Joliet. It is served by a very prominent highway, No. 66, along 
the whole eastern end. It has a railroad available, and more impor- 
tant than that is that it is located along the Des Plaines River, on the 
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inland water system between the Great Lakes and Chicago, and the 
Gulf of Mexico through the Mississippi River. 

There is a large amount of industry along this river. 

This particular property is well located. The contour of the 
ground is good for industry because the banks are relatively low with 
a slope upward toward the east, whereas on the north side of the river 
there are very steep banks, and difficult to use by industry. 

Mr. Norsuap. Talking about 1, 2, and 3 

Mr. Fiorre. Yes, all of this is on 1, 2, tf 3 

Mr. Price. The State originally asked for the entire area. 

Mr. Fiorre. Yes. 

Mr. Price. All the areas which had been declared surplus? 

Mr. Fuoere. Yes, sir. 

Having seen these facts and having learned these facts and having 
gone over the property very carefully, I determined that the market 
should be tested to see what the value really was. I had reports that 
property even north of the river was selling for as high as from $300 
or $400 an acre up to $1,400 an acre. 

We advertised the property for sale and took bids. We advertised 
in February of 1959 and took bids on March 16. Four bids were re- 
ceived for all of the properties, 1, 2, and 3. 

The high bids were for parcel 1, which is 620 acres, $805 an acre, 
or $499,000. 

Parcel 2, 848 acres, was bid at $660 an acre, Or $560,000. 

Parcel 3, 946 acres, received a bid of $303 an acre, or $286,000. The 
total was 2,414 acres, $1,345,318. 

We rejected all of the bids subsequently because we did not feel 
they were high enough. If the property becomes available to us to 
sell we will readvertise it, 1 and 2, assuming that the State takes 3. 

Mr. O’Konskt. How much do you think we should get ? 

Mr. Fiorre. We think we should get more. No. 1 probably is the 
most valuable. 

Mr. O’Konsxt. Have you placed a value on 1, 2, and 3, what you 
think the cost should be ? 

Mr. Frorrr. Yes, we have had the property appraised. I would 
prefer to disclose it in executive session because it might affect our 
bids. 

Mr. Price. I think that is true. 

Mr. Fiorrr. These bids demonstrated that the property did have a 
very substantial value, but nevertheless at the time of the hearings 
before the Senate committee I indicated that we would be glad to dis- 
cuss with the State the purchase of No. 3 at the amount we had received 
as a bid, $303. 

We examined a considerable number of purchases made for wildlife 
purposes in Illinois and found that they had paid some — approxi- 
mating this, so we made that suggestion. As you know, S. 747 was 
subsequently amended as heretofore stated this morning. 

I did not inspect parcels 4 and 5 because they were not under consid- 
eration at the time I was out there. 

In general I would say that 4 probably is quite similar in charac- 
teristics to No. 3. No. 3 has a good deal of lowland on it. It abuts on 
the Kankakee River, and it does not possess the commercial possibili- 
ties that the property on the Des Plaines River does so I have no com- 
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ments to make on either the monetary value of 4 or 5 or their physical 
characteristics, nor have I comment on the use that the Army may put 
them to. 

Mr. Price. Is 3 level enough for agricultural use ? 

Mr. Fuorre. I do not think any one of the three 1, 2, or 3, are really 
good for agriculture. There are a number of swamps, many rocks, 
many trees, and the property on the east side of the highway, which is 
under lease by the Army, is quite different. It is good grazing land 
and there is some good farmland on it. 

I come from an agricultural State and I do not think 1, 2, or 3 are 
good agriculturally. 

Mr. Conetan. What kind of wildlife is in that area ? 

Mr. Fiorrr. You come into the property from way up at this point 
on the map. Immediately here there is a barn, a house, a couple 
sheds. In that immediate area are breeding pens, and they raise large 
quantities of wild turkey, pheasants, and ducks. I do not recall any 
other type of game. A large number are raised there, and they dis- 
tribute certain of them out to other areas in the State, and then 
they distribute them throughout this area, and they are used for hunt- 
ing purposes during the season. 

Mr. Cone.an. Are there any deer there ? 

Mr. Fiorre. I saw no deer. They do not raise any deer there that 
[ know of. 

Mr. Conenan. I meant natural wildlife. Is there any natural wild- 
life 

Mr. Fvorre. I donot know that there is. 

Mr. Norsiap. Who do you mean by “they”? Does the State of 
I]linois have the pens there ? 

Mr. Fiorre. Yes, and they have operated them for a long time under 
permit from the Army. 

Mr. Norsiap. You have no knowledge of tract No. 4? 

Mr. Fiorre. I did not get down there because it was not under 
consideration. 

Mr. Becker. Are there any negotiations pending with the State of 
Illinois and any other group which shows an interest in acquiring this 
property ? 

Mr. Fiorrr. We have a letter dated February 19 from Mr. Palmer, 
who is the director of conservation in the State, in which he makes 
a formal offer for tract No. 3 at the bid price of $303 an acre pro- 
vided he gets No. 4 without consideration. 

We have acknowledged receipt of that letter and told him it must 
await further action by Congress. 

Mr. Becker. He offered $300 an acre for plot 3? 

Mr. Fiorrer. Yes. 

Mr. Becker. And expected No. 4 to be thrown in with it at no 
charge ¢ 

Mr. Fioerre. No compensation for No. 4. 

Mr. Doyir. I understood you to say that your appraisal of No. 3 
was $300 an acre. 

Mr. Fiorrr. That was the bid we received. 

Mr. Doytr. But the total appraisal was $286,000. 

Mr. Froere. The bid for the 946 acres in tract No. 3. 

Mr. Doyte. That is almost the exact consideration in the bill. 
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Mr. Fuoere. Exactly the same amout. 

Mr. Dorie. Then I would assume that is a fair price in your 
judgment ? 

Mr. Fiorre. We think it is. 

Mr. Doyuz. For No.3? 

Mr. Fioere. Yes. 

Mr. Doyte. Is there anything inconsistent with GSA policy which 
would prohibit the donation of tract No. 4 for the purpose of recrea- 
tion and wildlife? 

Mr, Fioere. I cannot talk about tract 4. First, I have not seen it. 
Second, the Army has not turned it over to us. 

Mr. Doyte. Basically is there anything inconsistent with the State 
paying the appraised value for 3 and tract 4 going in with the deal 
as provided in the bill?) Do you have any basic objections ? 

Mr. Fioere. I would feel if you combine 3 and 4, as in effect is being 
done by this bill, the State is paying a reasonable price for the two 
tracts. 

Mr. Becker. $286,000 ? 

Mr. Fiorre. Yes. 

Mr. Becker. In other words, you feel giving them tract No. 4 for 
nothing is perfectly all right ? 

Mr. Fioere. If it were ourstoacton. At the moment it is not. 

Mr. Becker. That is what the gentleman’s question involved. [If it 
were yours would you feel it within your province to give it away 
to the State of Illinois? 

Mr. Frorre. Again I would feel I still would want to see the prop- 
erty before I said that categorically. I feel the price of $303 for No. 3 
is a fair price, both to the State and the Government. I cannot com- 
ment on No.4. Ihave never seen it. 

Mr. Becker. So you are not commenting on 4 at all as to any value? 

Mr. Fioere. I just don’t know. 

Mr. Price. You are basing your opinion which you gave to Mr. 
Doyle on the basis cf your knowledge of tract 3 and the possible 
similarity of tract No. 4 with tract 3? 

Mr. Fioere. I think it is probably generally similar. 

Mr. Price. That is what you based your reply to Mr. Doyle on? 

Mr. Fiorre. Yes, and we are wiling to transfer No. 3 to the State 
if we agree on compensation. 

Mr. Norsxap. Is it the general policy of GSA in transferring land 
to a State or local community, a governmental body of some kind for 
recreational purposes, that you will do it for about 50 percent? Is 
that your general policy ? 

[ am just making inquiry. 

Mr. Froere. If it is transferred for park purposes that is the law. 
Generally these properties are transferred without reimbursement 
unless the Administrator of GSA determines it is not chiefly valuable 
for that purpose. 

Mr. Norsiap. Transferred for recreational purposes for nothing 
under the law? 

Mr. Fuoere. Yes. I should say wildlife. 

Mr. Doyte. I believe there is no difference between a park purpose 
and a recreation purpose, Mr. Floete. A park is recreational land, 
is it not? 
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Mr. Fiorre. I corrected myself. It is for wildlife purposes. 

Mr. Kettener. Wildlife property is free. 

Mr. Doyte. I am a little familiar with parks and recreation and 
playgrounds and their legal definitions. I would like to emphasize 
that I am quite sure that a park use is recreation use and a recreation 
use is made of parks. The one term “park” includes recreation. I 
make that voluntary statement. 

Mr. Fioere. I am sorry 1 made the mistake. 

Mr. Price. There is no reference here to the legal aspect of such 
transfers ¢ 

Mr. Ketiener. The basic law on the subject is title 16, section 667, 
of the United States Code. It is as Mr. Floete says—where it is for 
wildlife purposes and it is especially valuable for those purposes, he 
can convey it toa State at no cost. 

Park and recreational purposes, 50 percent of the cost in another 
section of the law. 

Mr. Conexan. Is there an irrevocable feature in the law? What 
if the State or the government agency to whom it has been conveyed 
changes the use ¢ 

Mr. Ketiener. In the event it is not used for that purpose it re- 
verts to the United States. 

Mr. Becker. You mean wildlife preserves or for hunting purposes ¢ 
The latter is recreation. How is that affected / 

Mr. Keviener. The law states—utilized for wildlife conservation 
purposes. 

Mr. Becxer. That is what I was getting at, whether or not that 
would incorporate it. I know in the wildlife preserves we have in 
New York you cannot hunt on them. 

I wonder about the law here, whether hunting would be permitted. 

Mr. Kewiener. I regret I cannot answer that, Mr. Becker. I will 
certainly look into it. 

Mr. Knorr. I might make this distinction: Public Law 537, 80tly 
Congress, which provides for the conveyance of surplus properties to 
States without consideration for use for wildlife conservation, where 
it is determined to be chiefly valuable for that purpose, specifically 
provides for wildlife conservation use. 

The provision of the bill under consideration extends to wildlife 
conservation or recreational purposes. This would include that. 

I am reading from page 4 of the bill down under subsection D. 

Mr. Becker. The bill would include that. We are talking about the 
basic law formulating the policy of the GSA. 

Mr. Kworr. Right, sir. 

Mr. Becker. There is a difference ? 

Mr. Kworr. Right. It has been called to your attention there is 
another law of general application passed in 1944 which authorizes 
the conveyance of properties to States for public park and public 
recreational purposes at 50 percent of is appraised value, and that 
same section also provides for conveyance of properties for historic 
monument purposes without consideration. 

Mr. Becker. The purpose of our consideration is the 50-percent 
basis. 

Mr. Knorr. I think you have a mixture here insofar as we at- 
tempt to compare this bill with the laws of general application now 
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on the statute books. The property could be conveyed for wildlife 
conservation under the general law, without consideration. 

As to the recreational aspect of the bill, under the laws of general 
application the property could be conveyed at 50 percent of its value. 

Mr. Dorie. A moment ago when I asked you a question you indi- 
cated that you felt the price in the bill was a reasonable price for 
both 3 and 4. 

Mr. Fiorre. Without having seen 4, they are unmediately adjacent 
and I think physical characteristics are similar; that is true. If that 
is true : think they would have the same value. 

Mr. Norsuiap. We are breaking it down to 3 and 4 but the bill 
describes the entire tract of land and provides for a conveyance for 

$286,000; is that correct / 

Mr. Fioere. No. 

Mr. Kworr. Under the bill tract 3 would be conveyed at a price 
equivalent to the high bid which GSA obtained when it offered it as 
surplus property for sale. That would be a conveyance by GSA. 

The other section authorizes the Secretary of the Army, which still 
has control over parcel 4, to convey it without consideration. 

Mr. Price. Thank you very much, Mr. Floete. 

I observe Congressman O’Hara is in the room. Do you have a 
statement, Congressman O’Hara ? 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN BARRATT 0’HARA, OF ILLINOIS 


Mr. O'Hara. I am very much interested in this matter, Mr. Chair- 
man. I have always been interested in preserving nature and waters 
for the people. 

When I was a young man in Chicago, only people who owned 
homes on the lake could go in bathing. Today the lakes are open to 
the people from one end of Chicago to the other. From one end to 
the other there are lakes available to the men, women, and children, 
and it has been a great asset. 

I have been concerned that so much of our recreational lands has 
been getting away from the people. Here we have near Chicago this 
marvelous place for recreation as preserved for wild game, as a place 
where a fisherman can go, and families can go and camp. To me it 
would be a crime to permit it to fall into other hands than those of the 
people. 

While I have a bill here in the House, at the present time I am 
supporting the bill introduced by Senator Douglas. Certainly I think 
we should follow very strictly the division of this property set forth in 
that bill. 

Section 4 contains game preservation, water, and grounds for 
recreation. 

To say here we will take 4 and give it to the Army or somebody 
else is difficult to realize. It is difficult to realize how anybody could 
seriously consider that suggestion. Certainly nobody gives greater 
credit and praise to the Army, and the Army is doing a great service 
to our country, but certainly it is more important for the people of 
Illinois and of the other States to have the use of this ground for 
recreation and for the preservation of birds and a resort for fisher- 
men. I cannot conceive of this being turned over to the officers for 
their own hunting grounds, and I cannot see it any other way. 
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Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I appreciate very 
much the courtesy you have extended me by permitting me to testify 
here. I hope this subcommittee and the full committee approve of 
the bill introduced by Senator Douglas. 

Mr. Price. Thank you very much. I am sure the committee has 
been pleased to have had you as a witness. You have done all you 
could to hasten consideration of this and we commend you. 

(Juestions / 

Mr. Norsiap. Do you feel this is close enough to Chicago so people 
can easily get. to it ¢ 

Mr. O'Hara. Yes. This is within 30 or 40 miles of Chicago. 

Mr. O’Konskt. It would not stop the people of Chicago coming 
into Wisconsin for some real recreation ; would it / 

Mr. O'Hara. I do not think anything could dim the glory of Wis- 
consin. Our people go up there often. Next to going to heaven they 
go into your area and Wisconsin. 

May I ask permission of the committee to insert a statement / 

Mr. Price. Without objection it will be inserted and you may insert 
any supplemental statement you wish. 

Mr. O'Hara. This is from John Kelly, the secretary of the Southeast 
Sportsmen’s Club. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF JOHN T. KELLY, SECRETARY OF THE SOUTHEAST SPORTSMEN’S CLUB, 


CHICAGO 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to be able to present this state- 
ment to your committee on behalf of the Southeast Sportsmen’s Club. 

My name is John T. Kelly. I live at 9037 Kingston Avenue, Chicago, Ill. I am 
the secretary of the Southeast Sportsmen’s Club (incorporated not for profit) 
composed of 400 dues-paying sportsmen and conservationists, living in the Second 
and the Fourth Congressional Districts of Illinois. We have been organized 
22 years. The purpose of our organization is: 

(a) The conservation and restoration of our wildlife and natural re- 
sources. 

(b) To provide better hunting and fishing in Illinois for everyone. 

(c) To create adequate lakes, and improve our rivers and cover for 
wildlife. 

We favor the passage of S. 747 as amended by which the State would buy 
tract No. 3: would be permitted to use tract No. 4 during the hunting season 
and at other times when not being used by the Army: and that the State will 
receive tract No. 5 gratis, with no strings attached. 

We base our position on the great need for recreational and public hunting 
and wildlife refuge facilities in the Chicago area, and the importance to the 
health and welfare of the citizens in the eight surrounding counties with a 
population in excess of 6 million people. 

The Des Plaines Wildlife Area is 40 miles from southeastern Chicago. Many 
of our members have hunted in this area during the past 10 years. We know 
the area well. We have been told by the director of our department of conserva- 
tion that this is the only area left which the department of conservation can 
afford to buy. Also we have been promised that if our State gets this area it 
will be made available for year-around recreational uses, boating, camping, 
fishing, etc. 

We will all have more leisure time in the future than we had in the past 
because of automation resulting in a shorter workweek. Workingpeople in our 
area cannot afford to leave our State on 2- or 3-day weekends to seek recreation 
elsewhere. Give our State the opportunity to provide this recreational area 
for us. They are willing to buy the area. We ask your committee to take the 
necessary action making it possible for them to do so. 

Thank you, gentlemen. 





Mr. Price. Now we will have the pleasure of hearing from our 
distinguished former colleague, the Honorable Dewey Short, Assist- 
ant Secretary of the Army. 

We must apologize for being so long getting around to you but you 
have been around here long enough to know we have to take our col- 
leagues as they appear. 


STATEMENT OF HON. DEWEY SHORT, ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR 
THE ARMY 


Mr. Suorr. That is the way it should be and I hope you keep it 
that way. 

Let me say I am glad for the opportunity of being heard because 
we were not invited to be heard with some other people, which I will 

7a little more about later. 

First, Mr. Chairman and members of this subcommittee, it is al- 
ways a pleasure and an honor to be before my old colleagues and new 
members of the committee, and particularly this C ommittee on the 
Armed Services. I fear that some of the things I say will be perhaps 
repetitious, but it is poor stuff that will not bear some repetition, and 
I have tried to prepare a brief statement that will give you a clear 
picture and a better understanding and appreciation of this particu- 
lar problem as it affects all interested parties. 

I am here today, Mr. Chairman, to present the views of the Depart- 
ment of the Army on behalf of the Department of Defense which 
assigned the Army the responsibility of performing this task con- 
cerning S. 747, an act which passed the Senate on the 12th of August 
last year, 1959. 

To assure that the record has our up-to-date position, I have a brief 
prepared statement which I would like to give you at this time. 

Mr. Chairman, just about a year ago, on the 29th of May 1959 this 
subcommittee took under consideration a bill similar to S. 747, 
namely, H.R. 3984, which had been introduced by Congressman 
Price, a member of your subcommittee, now acting as chairman— 

Mr. Norsiap. Do you feel Mr. Price is prejudic ed, then ? 

Mr. Suort. Not abit. He is broadminded, bighearted, and realizes 
as well as I do there is no pancake so flat that it does not have two 
sides. As long as he will look at two sides, or both sides of the coin, 
he will perhaps remain in Congress, but if he closes his mind and 
pulls down his intellectual shutters, he is in dire jeopardy. 

In the committee hearing last year you were advised that a proposal 
to transfer to the State of Lllinois a tract of land at the Joliet Arsenal 
now being used by the Military Reserve components for field training 

was not concurred in by the Army. 

Not only your committee knew the Army’s position but the Senate 
committee knew the Army’s position on this legislation because we 
had sent down a written document stating clearly our views and had 
talked to some of the members. 

Because I think it is important that the record reflect accurately 
both the sequence of events and our position, I will go into some de- 
tail on these matters but will not tarry too long. 

Some of these details will also serve the purpose of answering ques- 
tions raised by your subcommittee during the hearing last year. 
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The Kankakee Ordnance Works and the adjacent Elwood Ordnance 
Plant were consolidated in 1945 into the present combined facility 
designated the Joliet Arsenal with the mission of ammunition load 
ing and assembly and explosive manufacturing. 

The manufacturing facilities in the Kankakee section are presently 
inactive, but are maintained as a base production unit for mobiliza- 
tion requirements. Also, the Ordnance Ammunition Command has 
its headquarters here in the Kankakee section. There is a total of 
76 military personnel, 1,964 civilian Government employees, and 298 
contractor emplovees at the arsenal. 

The Joliet Arsenal comprises 31,507 acres of land, of which 24,981 
acres are outleased for agricultural and grazing purposes at an an- 
nual rental of $176,510. 

Although these 24,819 acres are leased for agricultural and grazing 
purposes, they, nevertheless, are essential and are required for safety 
areas for Joliet Arsenal. 

Prior to the hearing last year the Department of the Army had de- 
termined that areas aggregating 3,600 acres of land were excess to 
defense requirements. 

As the Department previously informed this committee, we have no 
objection to the disposal of these areas. In fact, we have declared 
excess Wherever possible in order that the Treasury might get back 
some of the taxpayers’ dollars that we were forced to spend so gen 
erously, if not lavishly, during the last World War and the Korean 
conflict. 

We have no objection to the disposal of these areas, and the record 
will show that we have made pretty marked progress in closing some 
installations, and always getting in trouble when we do, but trying 
to help the taxpayer and relieve the drain on the public Treasury. 

The excess lands involved in the pending legislation are identified 
on this map with which we are now familiar as tract No. 1, which 
has 620 acres, tract 2 which has 848 acres, tract 3 which has 946 acres, 
and a portion of tract No. 5 which has 317 acres. 

I would like to suggest, Mr. Chairman, that a reduced copy of this 
map be made part of the record at this point so that everyone 
will know what we mean when we refer to these tract numbers. 

Mr. Price. That may be made part of the record. 

(The map referred to faces this page :) 

Mr. Suorr. After the hearing before this committee last year, the 
Senate Committee on Government Operations took up a proposal to 
transfer to the State of Illinois all of the area identified on this map 
as area No. 4 containing approximately 1,596 acres. 

By letter dated June 18, 1959, the Secretary of the Army, on behalf 
of the Department of Defense, advised the chairman of the Committee 
on Government Operations, U.S. Senate, that the Department had a 
military requirement for area No. 4 for the training of Reserve units, 
and that the land was, therefore, not available for transfer. 

This committee and the House had that information and the com- 
mittee and the Senate had this information. 

Disregarding the Army’s stated requirement, the Senate committee, 
not on armed services but on Government operations, on the 23d of 
July 1959 reported S. 747 and recommended an amendment to author- 
ize, among other things, the transfer to the State of Illinois of the 
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area required for the field training of the Reserve components of the 
military departments. 

The bill with the committee amendment passed the Senate on 
August 12, 1959, and is now before this commmittee for consideration, 

Although there were statements imade last year on the floor of the 
Senate, and, I understand, before the Senate Committee on Govern- 
ment Operations, of a compromise liaving been negotiated to transfer 
tract No. + to the State, I want to make it clear for the record now 
once and for all, and for this committee, that at the time this so-called 
compromise involving tract No. 4 was first revealed to Congress, the 
Army had not been approached concerning it; and further that the 
Department of the Army and the Department of Defense at no time 
agreed that tract No. 4 could be made available for transfer to the 
State. This tract is essential, gentlemen, for the weekend es 
of reservists in the densely populated Metropolitan Chicago are 

As previously indicated both in the departmental reports on IR 
3984 and S. 747, and in testimony last year, the commanding general 
of the 5th Army has made arrangements with the Director of the 
Department of Conservation for the public to use the Reserve training 
area (tract No. 4) throughout the year except weekends and through- 
out the entire pheasant season, including the weekends, a period of 
about 3 weeks in November. I understand it runs from about 
November 11 to 30. 

We cannot concur in the transfer of title to tract No. 4 to the State 
of Illinois as proposed in 8. 747. However, we are sympathetic to 
the public recreational needs in the Chicago metropolitan area, and 
the Department of the Army, therefore, made an intensive restudy 
of its composite requirements at Joliet Arsenal. 

One of the reasons we did, Mr. Chairman, is this: I am a hillbilly 
from the Ozarks and I am interested and I enjoy fishing and hunting 
about as much as any human being could. I think I know something 
after a quarter of a century of service in this House on the old Flood 
Control Committee on Rivers and Harbors and Irrigation and Recla- 
mation and in dealing with the Army Engineers not only while a 
Member of Congress but tod: ay, when we are building these dams and 
huge reservoirs over the country where we had had 80 million visitor- 
days last year, it is because of my intense interest in this and con- 
sideration for the State, I have bent over backward and called for a 
restudy and I told the men in my office in the Pentagon to do every- 
thing in our power, even if we have to bend over backward a little, 
to help these sportsmen and these hunters. 

However, I want you to bear this in mind: This land was purchased 
by the Army for Defense needs. We still own it. We paid for this 
land. The State of Illinois is not giving the Army anything. It is 
ours. Title isin it. We bought it for defense needs and we still need 
it for defense purposes. 

Much as I love the pheasant shooters and duck hunters, my first 
obligation is to the quer of our reservists and the building up of 
an adequate defense, teaching them how to shoot something besides 
ducks and pheasants. 

Unless they are able to do it we will not have even ducks and pheas- 
ants left in this country. What interest is to be put paramount here, 
gentlemen! I do not want to make any emotional appeal to you 
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except to emphasize the point that we bought this land, paid the 
taxpayers hard dollars for defense purposes, and we still feel we 
have a dire need for tract 4, these 1,500 acres for the training of 
Reserves in the populous Chicago area. 

We cannot concur in any transfer of title to that tract to the State 
of Illinois as proposed in 8. 747. 

Both the Senate and House knew our position before a very quick 
session was held and the bill reported out which provoked a storm of 
debate on the floor of the Senate. It would be interesting for you 
toread that debate. 

We are sympathetic, I repeat, to the public recreational needs in 
the Chicago metropolitan area and we ordered this intensive restudy 
of the composite requirement at Joliet Arsenal. 

The Department concluded that other lands comprising 913 acres 
designated as parcel B of tract No. 5 on this map could be made 
available for transfer to the State of Illinois in the development of 
recreation, wildlife, and conservation facilities. 

We advised this committee of that conclusion in our report dated 
August 6, 1959, which commented on a proposed amendment to 
H.R. 3984. 

Since the submission of that report to this committee we have been 
advised that the State of Illinois Department of Conservation con- 
siders tract No. 5 suitable for the divilamuans of recreation, wildlife, 
and conservation purposes. 

We were also advised by counsel to your committee that an amend- 
ment to S. 747 would be offered to provide for the transfer to the 
State of the 1,230 acres of land in tract No. 5 instead of tract Na. 4. 

If this amendment is adopted, the Department of the Army will 
be able to continue to use tract No. 4 for military training purposes 
and the State of Illinois will be able to continue public use of the area 
at times when there is no actual training. 

Let me say, sir, that there has been not only a gentleman’s agreement 
but a fine understanding between the commanding general of the Fifth 
Army, Gen. William Arnold in Chicago, and Mr. Glen Palmer, the 
director of the State Conservation Department of Illinois, that the 
people not only of that immediate area but from Chicago have been 
allowed to hunt except on weekends, and they have been allowed to 
hunt not only around the clock throughout the year except on those 
weekends but they have been allowed to use all of the 3 weeks during 
the pheasant shooting. 

Such an amendment would not affect the proposal in S. 747 to 
transfer tract No. 3 to the State. As I indicated before, tract No. 3 
is excess to defense requirements and its disposition is not under the 
jurisdiction of the Military Department. That is under General 
Services. 

In conclusion, I would again like to state that the Department of 
the Army is vigorously opposed to S. 747 in its present form but that 
if it is amended, as set forth in our report of August 6, 1959, by 
substitution tract No. 5 for tract No. 4 for transfer to the State, the 
Department of the Army—although we bought it, own it, and perhaps 
should have fair consideration or a just market value return, that is 
up to this committee and to the Congress—the Department of the 
Army will have no objection to the bill. 
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They will have not only 1,230 acres of land turned over by the Army 
to them for wildlife purposes, but they will be allowed to continue 
to hunt on tract No. 4 except weekends. I would like to help the 
hunters and wildlife people, but our obligation is to our Armed Forces, 
This vitally affects a lot of people in the Chicago area. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised it has no objection to our 
position concerning the proposed amendment of H.R. 3984. 

I would like to read you a telegram which I received yesterday 
morning addressed to me at the Pentagon from William G. Stratton, 
Governor of Illinois, and Glen D. Palmer, director of conservation 
for the State of Illinois. I had advised them after discussions not 
only with them but with the Senators, and they sent me this wire, 
which reads: , 

This is to confirm for the record on behalf of the State of Tlinois in connec- 
tion with the Des Plaines Wildlife Conservation Area the Army’s proposed alter- 
nate area east of U.S. Route 66 and along the Kankakee River, comprising 
approximately 1,230 acres, is suitable for development for recreation, wildlife, 
and conservation purposes. The State considers the Army's solution very satis- 
factory and to the benefit of all parties at interest. 

It is signed by the Governor of Illinois ana the director of conser- 
vation for the State of Illinois. 

Gentlemen, you will be interested to know about the activities. I 
(lo not need to remind members of this committee that the National 
Guard and the Army Reserve have reorganized along the pentomic 
concept much earlier than it was anticipated would be required. We 
gave them 2 years, and both of them reorganized along the pentomie 
concept within less than a year. 

In the period from the 27th of August 1959 to April 30, 1960, we 
had these units, a total of 82:1 unit, Regular Army, 197; 23 units of 
the Army Reserve with 853; 7 units of Army Reserve, 679; 4 units 
U.S. Marine Corps Reserve, 220; 6 units of the National Guard, 575; 
t units of the Army Reserve, 395: 4 units of the National Guard, 410; 
another unit of the National Guard, 110; 7 Army Reserve units, 601; 
16 Army Reserve units, 1,947; 6 National Guard, 845; 3 units of U.S. 
Marine Corps Reserves, 290, which totals from August last year until 
the end of April this year 82 units of Army Reserves, National Guard, 
and Marine Corps who trained in this area, or a total personnel of 
7,122 men. 

The schedule of units using Joliet outdoor training areas by loca- 
tion from the Ist of June 1959 to the 30th of April 1960—we are just 
getting our guard and Reserves organized and enlarged—we will have 
a much larger number of these units and a much greater number of 
men trained next year than we have had to date. 

You think this affects the State of Illinois? If I were a Congress- 
man and wanted votes, I always try to think of all the people af- 
fected. One of these units was from Aurora, another from Aurora, 3 
from Chicago, 6 from Chicago, 2 from Chicago, 1 from Chicago 
Heights, 7 from Evanston—the hometown of the gentlewoman— 
another from Evanston, 2 from Forest Park, 1 from Fort Sheridan, 
1 from Joliet, another from Joliet, 10 from Oak Park, 2 from Ottawa, 
1 from De Kalb. 

It is not such a complicated problem. I should think that every- 
body woud be more than happy, unless it would be the Army. We 
declared excess these parcels—1, 2, 3, and 4, and A of 5—and now are 
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willing to turn over an additional acreage of almost a thousand acres, 
5-B, for the purposes they wanted, allow them to continue to hunt 
except on weekend training and to use it during the entire pheasant 
season unless the balloon goes up, and then we will forget about hunt- 
ing pheasant and duck. 

Here you have all these Reserve units in and around Chicago trained 
here on that 1,500 acres that has a river going through it with some 
woods. The terrain is perfect for outdoor training. I was interested 
enough to send Major Dragoo to look it over. He talked with the 
Ordnance people and he talked with the 5th Army. He went all 
over this section and visited all these tracts. 

Mr. Price. Why is it that the Army prefers tract No. 4 for these 
training purposes rather than taking the disjointed tract down there / 

Mr. Suorr. Major Dragoo has a prepared memorandum on that. 
With your permission, I think he should give it to you right at this 
time. 

[ personally am familiar in a general way. I have made speeches 
all over that section of Lilinois. I have been to Joliet often. 

Mr. Price. I think you can understand the desire of the sportsman 
to have a continguous area. 

Mr. Suorr. 1 can understand that. 

Mr. Price. Particularly since you have a four-lane superhighway, 
Route 66, which wou!d then divide three from the other area of five and 
and provide a hazard. The question resolves itself into: Why does the 
Army feel tract No. 4 is so much preferable to tract No. 5 for training 
purposes / 

Mr. Suorr. I would like Major Dragoo to give the reasoning of the 
Fifth Army. 

Major Dracgoo. The 5th Army statement reads like this, which 
Ican corroborate. Tract 4 is the most ideal from a training standpoint 
of any of the five tracts under consideration. They refer to all five 
tracts here. 

This tract offers a diversity of terrain features which will afford an 
excellent training site. The backwater area—this Grant Creek Cutoff 
area through here, a backwater area here—is covered with trees and 
has many trails and waterways. The more wooded areas are ex- 
ceptionally well suited for basic subjects taught to the soldiers of all 
types of units. Suitable bivouac areas are in this tract where water, 
shade, and concealment are available. 

Improvement of trails and bridges is the type of training which 
Engineer units can profitably engage. There are two rough trails 
coming through this area which the Engineer troops have been using 
regularly to train on. Other features present are the open level areas; 
there are some level areas interspersed through here; the heavily 
wooded, rugged terrain and good access roads. 

Also present is excellent terrain for training combat units in the 
following types of subjects: Scouting and patroling, map reading and 
command post exercises, cover and concealment, infantry, squad, 
platoon, and battalion tactical exercises, river crossings. We have the 
river right in the area, both sides of the river, not just one sid». 

Mr. Stiort. On that point, if the Army had to go down here to cross 
the river, you would get over privately owned lands. You could nat 
maneuver. 
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Although the director of State conservation says this area is just 
as good for wildlife as this area—you have the river here, the Army 
owns both sides. To have sportsmen or anyone else tell the Army how 
to run its business is something that is a little irksome to me. 

Major Dracoo. This area down here next to the river is a somewhat 
wooded area, just one or two tree lines. Over here we have ridge lines 
and tree lines which are objectives used in tactical training. 

Mr. Norsiap. What is the diagonal line cutting through No. 4: 4 
railroad ? 

Mr. Suort. Yes, the railroad, the Santa Fe Railroad. 

Mr. Norsriap. Is that in use? 

Major Dragoo. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Suorr. It isthe main line. 

Major Dracoo, In the 5-B area there is farm area, agricultural and 
grazing areas, leased out. As we pointed out in the statement, this 
is part of the 24,000 acres actually leased out. 

Mr. Snort. It ison the Kankakee River. 

Major Dracoo. It abuts up to the safety line for this manufacturing 
facility. We have a safety distance line coming out to the edge of 
this. Wearecutting this off. It was formerly a natural line through 
here. There are practically no wooded areas in this agricultural area. 

However, the custodial people who have worked with the conserva- 
tionists out there and I understand the conservationists feel this area 
can be developed into a suitable pheasant hunting and recreational 
area with about 2 years’ time. 

This terrain is flat, not completely flat, but there are no changing 
features in it, whereas, this tract 4 is rough and wooded. 

Mr. Becker. If you did not have the use of tract No. 4, you would 
not have a suitable training ground on which to train these troops in 
the present needs? 

Mr. Suort. No, sir. Where would we go? 

Mr. Becker. Where would you go? That was to be my next ques- 
tion. Where would you go if tract No. 4 is taken away from the 
Army ? 

Mr. Suortr. Where would we get the money to purchase 1,500 acres! 

Mr. Becker. We have lots of money. 

Mr. Suortr. We could borrow it. 

Mr. Becxer. Where would you go? Is there anything else under 
discussion where you could possibly go? 

Mr. Suorr. No. Our relations have been very happy with the 
State of Illinois, between the director of conservation and the com- 
manding general of the 5th Army, General Arnold. They just do not 
understand why they should insist that we turn over tract No. 4. 

Mr. Becker. You read the telegram from the Governor into the 
record. 

Mr. Snort. I read it in order to bring it up to date. That has been 
their position for months, I will say to the Congressman from New 
York. I thought we had this compromise. I have never bent over 
so hard trying to give something to somebody for nothing as I did 
in this ease. I brought Major Dragoo up the first part of July and 
talked to Senator Dirksen and Senator Muskie, chairman of the sub- 
committee. 
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We were not invited to appear before the Senate hearing. Senator 
Morse on page 14156 of the Congressional Record of August 11 read a 
letter which I addressed to him: 

DeAR SENATOR Morse: This is in reply to your letter of August 7, 1959, to 
Secretary Brucker requesting the Army’s position on Senate bill 747 concerning 
proposed transfer of 1,500 acres of land to the State of Illinois for wildlife, 
conservation, and recreational purposes. 

As evidenced by the attached copy of report dated August 6 on H.R. 3984, as 
amended, which is identical to S. 747, as amended, the Department of the Army 
is strongly opposed to the enactment of S. 747, as amended. 

The Department of the Army has a firm requirement for the 1,500 acres pro- 
posed for conveyance in 8. 747, as amended, for the training of Army Reserve 
units. 

Sincerely yours, 
DEWEY SHORT, 
issistant Secretary of the Army. 

That was 7 days before the hearing occurred. Senator Morse also 
said on page 11151 of August 11, speaking on the floor of the Senate 
and addressing his remarks to the chairman of the subcommittee: 

I say most respectfully that the committee report does not satisfy me that the 
members of the committee went thoroughly into the matter of whether the 
Army in fact needs this property for Army purposes. 


Then the Senator from Illinois, Mr. Douglas, said: 


Mr. President, the members of the staff of the committee informed me that 
the committee inquired of the Department of the Army whether it wished to be 
heard and, indeed, invited the Army to be heard but that the Department of the 
Army did not appear. 

We were never invited though the interested Senators knew our 
opposition to S. 747. 

Mr. Norsiap. Are there not other possible training areas in north- 
ern Illinois? What about Fort Sheridan or the Great Lakes Naval 
Base and things like that? Have you explored that possibility ¢ 

Mr. Suorr. No. 

Mr. Norsiap. You do not know? 

Mr. Snort. No; Ido know. We have looked at alternate sites and 
have gone into it rather thoroughly. But there is no place you can 
have the outdoor training such as is offered at this place. 

Mr. Norsiav. What about Fort Sheridan, which is fairly close to 
Chicago? Do vou not have vast tracts of land up there / 

Mr. Suorr. No. 

Major Dracoo. There are no rough terrain areas. In fact, one of 
the units Mr. Short brought up in his list that came down and trained 
on tract 4, is a Regular Army unit, from Fort Sheridan. 

Mr. Suorr. I was stationed at Fort Sheridan myself in World 
War I. They do not have training facilities up there for Reserve 
Forces. 

Mr. Norsiap. You mentioned several people from Illinois, the Gov- 
ernor, a Senator, a number of Congressmen. Do you know what Sen- 
ator Dirksen’s attitude is on the bill ? 

Mr. Snort. I know he would accept this. I think the chairmen of 
the committee—I am going to let him speak for himself—I thin‘x he 
has perhaps an amendment he is going to offer. 

Mr. Price. We have a letter that Senator Dirksen addressed to Gov- 
ernor Stratton in February which gives his views on the legislation. 
[ think it supports the position of the Army in this regard. 
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Mr. Conetan. Mr. Chairman, may I ask this: Is it the policy of the 
Army not to appear before a public hearing unless they are invited! 

Mr. Suorr. We always are pleased and willing and even eager to 
appear before any committee. We do not like to thrust ourselves 
upon them. We like to be invited by committees. 

Mr. Price. I think it is customary when the services know there is 
a matter of interest in open hearing that they have representatives in 
attendance but do not express themselves unless asked. 

Mr. Suorr. That is right. 

Mr. Norsiap. There were inferences made by Senator Douglas and 
some other witnesses, I forget—I do not remember whether it was 
Mrs. Church or just who—that the purpose of the Army objection was 
to try to keep tract No. 4 as a private hunting preserve. Do you have 
any comment ¢ 

Mr. Suorr. That is the same old line I have listened to constitu- 
ents saying for a quarter of a century. That is a sieve that will not 
hold water. The public has had access to this. We are not making 
it a private hunting lodge for the generals. It’s easy to make them 
the whipping boy. I used to go after them pretty hard myself. 

Mr. Norsiap. Has the public had access to this in years past ¢ 

Mr. Suorr. Yes, it has been working agreeably. 

Mr. Norsiap. This is nothing new, this proposition you make / 

Mr. Suorr. No,sir; it isalready in effect. 

Mr. Norsiap. What about the other statement ? 

Mr. Suorr. We have promised to continue the arrangements we 
have had. 

Mr. Nostap. What about the other inference by Senator Douglas 
that in talking to local people in the area he could find little or no 
evidence of any use of the tract by reservists / 

Mr. Snort. I have given you the figures. 

Mr. Nosxap. I heard the figures. What comment do you have to 
make on that remark of Senator Douglas / 

Mr. Suorr. He did not know. He was giving hearsay when he tes- 
tified a few minutes ago. 

Mr. Norsiap. You and I are talking of two different things. I am 
talking about his statement, if I recall correctly, that in talking to 
local people he said there was very little evidence, if any, of use 
of tract No. 4 by the reservists. 

Mr. Suorr. I do not know what else I can do except submit this 
table here. 

Mr. Norsiap. [ recall your figures. 
Mr. Snort. That is the answer to your question. 
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(The report of the 5th Army follows :) 
UTILIZATION OF TRACT 4 


{ctual usage 


Period Component 





fugust 1959 through 


JOLIET ARSENAL 


{pril 1960 


| Number 


of units 


Aug. 2 Regular Army i 197 
Sept. 9 Army Reserve 23 853 
Oct. 1-25, ) do 7 679 
D U.S. Marine Corps (Reserve { 220 
DD Nat il Guard 6 575 

N 1-10, 1959 Army Reserve 4 39 
Do National Guard 4 410 
, 1959 do ! 11¢ 
M 27, 1YEA Army Reserve 7 601 
Apr. 2-30, 1960 io 16 1, 947 
1) National Guard f &4 
Do U.S. Marine Cor (Reserve 3 200 
rota 82 7,122 
A pn ith, Augt ugh April +) 791 

Location of units using Joliet outdoor training area, from June 1, 1959, to 
April 30, 1960 

Number Partici- 

Illinois location Component f units pating 
personne 
Aurora | Army Reserve l 7 
D U.S. Marine Corps (Reserve l 7 
C ) Army Reserve 30 1, 753 
Do National Guard 6 845 
Do U.S. Marine Corps (Reserve 2 110 
Chica Heights Army Reserve 6 3 150 
De Kalb do l 7 
Evansto1 do 7 663 
Do U.S. Marine Corps (Reserve l 55 
Forest Park do 9 2] 
Fort Sheridan Regular Army ‘ 1 197 
J t Army Reserve ] 122 
Do National Guard 1 110 
Oak Park Army Reservs 10 981 
Ottawa do 2 93 
Total 5, 517 

Proposed schedule for continued use of Joliet outdoor training area 

Number | Partic 

Pe Component of unit pating 
personnel 
M 14-22, 1960 Army Reserv 6 {83 
J e 3-26, 1960 do , 120 
Do National Guard 6 845 
Do - U.S. Marine Corps (Reserve 3 200) 
Do ROTC 1 | 40 
23-24, 1960 U.S. Marine Corps (Reserve 2 300 
Sept. 3-25, 1960 Army Reserve 38 1, 659 
ct. 1-30, 1960 do 39 9’ 72 
Do U.S. Marine Corps (Reserve 3 200) 
Nov. 5-6, 1960 Army Reserve 4 | 311 
Do S. M irine Corps (Reserve 3 | 290 
Dec, 2-17, 1960 Army Reserve 18 | 1, 522 


Total 





19066 
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Comparison of tract 4 with tract 5—lor Reserve training 





There is a vital and continuing need for the 1,500-acre tract for use as an 
outdoor Reserve training area. Trace No. 5, however, is not suitable for this 
purpose since it is essentially a level piece of land and offers no distinctive 
training features required for unit tactical problems. 

Trace No. 4 is the most ideal, from a training standpoint, of any of the five 
tracts under consideration. This tract offers a diversity of terrain features 
which will afford an excellent training site. The backward area is covered with 
trees and has many trails and waterways. The more wooded areas are excep- 
tionally well-suited for basic subjects taught to all soldiers of all types of units, 
Suitable bivouac areas are in this tract where water, shade, and concealment 
ure available. Improvement of trails and bridges is the type of training in 
which engineer units can profitably engage. Other features present are the 
open level areas, the heavily wooded, rugged terrain, and good access roads, 
Also present is excellent terrain for training of combat units in 

(1) Scouting and patrolling. 

(2) Mapreading and command post exercises. 

(3) Cover and concealment. 

(4) Infantry squad, platoon, company, and battalion tactical exercises, 
(5) River crossing. 

(6) Tank driving. 

(7) Engineering bridging. 

Mr. Pricer. You cited the activities of the reservists in the area. 
Are they specifically tied down to the use of tract No. 4? Were these 
activities all on tract No. 4¢ 

Mr. Suorr. Yes, all of them. 

Mr. Becker. In light of what you said in your statement that the 
State of Illinois is presently using tract No. 4 for hunting purposes 
under conditions agreed upon by both, they are presently using it 
and they are going to continue using tract No. 4 all through the year 
except weekends and for the 3 weeks St weekends of the 
pheasant hunting season, and that you are willing to throw in this 
tract-—— 

Mr. Suorr. Yes. 

Mr. Becker. Mr. Chairman, in light of this transfer of tract No. 
3 and the use of tract No. 4, they are going to have and continue 
to have, together with getting tract No. 5, I would think certainly it 
is an equitable solution for the State of Illinois and also that the rep- 
resentatives of the State—the Governor and Conservation Commis- 
sioner agree to this—it seems to me to be a very good solution. 

The training will be preserved and the good terrain which the 
major says is vitally necessary for this training is preserved. It seems 
to be equitable for all, the sportsmen as well as the needs of the 
Army. 

Mr. Norsiap. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Becker. Yes. 

Mr. Norsiap. I would prefer to make up my mind after we have 
heard the rest of the witnesses, including several from the Izaak Wal- 
ton League, sportsmen’s clubs, and business organizations. 

Mr. Price. I would like the committee to wait until all testimony 
is in before making the decision. 

Mr. Doyie. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Price. Mr. Doyle. 

Mr. Doy.ie. As to these units, when did they begin using the area, 
Mr. Secretary? I think you gave the date of August 1959 to April 
1960. Did these units use this area prior to August 1959? 

Mr. Suort. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Doyie. If so, what use and how extensive was the use ¢ 

Mr. Suorr. General Warren, head of the Army Reserve training 
program, could answer that question. 

General Warren. It was used materialy. However, these statis- 
ties are not now available. Wecan get them. We prepared them only 
from this date forward. 

Mr. Price. I think it is important to get that evidence because it 
wuld be very likely that the intimation might be you just started to 
use it when this legislation came under consideration. 

Mr. Dorie. I note that the hearings in the Senate began April 9, 
1959. Your report gives no use of this area until August 1959, 6 
months after the hearings of the Senate began. It may or may not 
have any bearing on it. Were any of these units transferred from 
any other land areas to this area prior to or after August 1959 ¢ 

General Warren. Mr. Chairman, as the Secretary has already stated, 
there Wasa reorganization in the Reserve just about a year ago. Prior 
to that, this facility was used to some extent, not as much as it 1s now 
or as 1s proposed. 

After the reorganization, we went into a new training phase and 
started emphasizing outdoor weekend training, which we did not 
previously do. 

Mr. Dorie. I would judge that from the Secretary’s testimony and 
yours. When you relate there are 7,000 men in these units, I assume 
that it is not a hundred percent attendance. How many actual men 
have used this area / 

General WarrEN. That isthe actual usage. 

Mr. Dorie. How much usage do 7,000 men make of it? I am not 
referring to units because I know the units are not always a hundred 
percent attended. 

General Warren. That is right. The 7,122 are the actual men who 
participated in drills in this area over that period of time. 

Mr. Dorie. From what time to what time ¢ 

General Warren. The dates as given, sir. 

Mr. Dorie. August 1959 to April 19604 

Mr. Suorr. Yes. 

General Warren. It is anticipated that in the next period the Sec- 
retary referred to, we have scheduled for drill in that area 8,871, I 
believe the figure is. 

Mr. Doyige. Mr. Chairman, might the record include a statement 
of which units used this?) You have the attendance. 

Mr. Price. It should include the record prior to August 1959 and 
the normal training area. These units certainly must have trained 
before August 1959, even before your new program you had some 
Reserve units in action. 

General Warren. No, sir; the training program was entirely re- 
vamped and we did not start emphasizing weekend training until 
about a year ago. 

Mr. Price. We passed this law about 5 or 6 years ago. You are 
just getting down to the point of weekend training? 

General Warren. Yes, sir; because the training now has reached an 
advanced stage so that we cannot do the proper training at the centers 
We have to go out into the field. 





5898 





When we were conducting basic individual training, the center was 
an adequate facility. Now we have advanced to squad, platoon, and 
advanced tactics. This training has to be accomplished in the field, 
The training program for the first several] years required basic train- 
ing. We have advanced beyond the basic training phase. 

Mr. Price. You mean under the Reserve training program you did 
no field training on weekends or summer training prior to August 
1959 ¢ 

General Warren. That is right, except for the 2 weeks’ summer 
training at a military post. 

Mr. Pricer. When did this last Reserve act go into effect ? 

General Warren. We are operating under the Reserve Forces Act 
of 1! aia 

Mr. Norsiap. What about the use of Fort Sheridan or Great Lakes? 
Could not that possibly be used for field training ? 

General Warren. We feel the terrain there is too level and does not 
offer the possibilities that this area does. 

Mr. Dorie. Why did you not begin field training prior to 1959 
when the law went into effect in 1955 ? 

General Warren. Because we were not to the advanced stage that 
we are how. 

Mr. Doytr. I will assume that, but you had 4 years after the law 
was in effect that you were not active in field training, according to 
your own testimony, not any units 

General Warren. Except for the 2 weeks annual summer training 
camp. 

Mr. Doyir. For 2 weeks only ? 

General Warren. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dorie. Where did you go? 

General Warren. To the active Army establishments at a camp, 
or inactive Army establishments. 

Mr. Dorie. Where did you go, Illinois? 

General Warren. All over the country, Fort Knox, Camp Brecken- 
ridge, and Camp McCoy. 

Mr. Doyxe. 1am confining my question to Ilinois. 

General Warren. I do not know if there are any active establish- 
ments in Illinois. 

Mr. Doyte. You apparently did not goto that area? 

General Warren. No, sir. We do not use that for 2 weeks annual 
training either. 

Mr. Doyir. What I am getting at is, how much use did you make 
of this area now that you ‘do not want the State to have it? How 
much use of this area have you made? How much use did you make 
of this area prior to April 1959 when these hearings began in the 
Senate ¢ 

General Warren. I would say some. 

Mr. Dorie. Can you furnish that item, please? 

General Warren. I would say some, not material. We would have 
to furnish it because, as I stated, most of this 2-day weekend training 
started just about a year ago. 
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(The information is as follows :) 


UTILIZATION OF JOLIET RESERVE TRAINING AREA Prior TO AUGUST 1959 


The Department of the Army has no records available as to the actual num- 
bers of Reserve personnel using the Joliet training area prior to August 1959. 
However, it is known the usage was very limited. From the spring of 1958, when 
the area was first made available for Reserve training, till August 1959, it was 
used by only a few hundred Reserve troops. This limited usage at that time 
is explained in the following paragraphs. 

The Reserve Forces Act of 1955 completely revolutionized the Reserve com- 
ponents. It took approximately 2 years before the first returnees from Army 
draft duty began to come back and be eligible for assignment to Reserve units 
in the fall 1957. At first, these numbers of men were merely a trickle, but later 
these numbers accumulated with the great majority of the enlisted men we now 
have in the Reserve units. These are the men who are obligated to take the 
Reserve training. VPrior to the beginning of 1958 there were none of the obligated 
reservists who now are the bulk of and backbone of the Reserve units. 

Thus, beginning in January 1958, the training of the Reserve units progressively 
increased and the unit strengths increased substantially. The training of men 
in the initial stages is primarily on an individual basis and this traning is con- 
ducted in the Army Reserve centers, not in the field on weekends. 

The Joliet area first became available for Reserve training purposes in the 
spring of 1958. Prior to this time, the area had been used by and was exclusively 
under the Ordnance command for the manufacturing activities at Joliet Arsenal. 

Gradually, two things developed: the strength of units increased greatly, and 
the units attained a position where they could undertake unit training and ad- 
vanced individual training. It was at this time that the Joliet training area 
became vial to the Reserve training program. Further, at this time, the Army 
established the weekend field training on a mandatory basis instead of the 
previous voluntary basis. 

The results of these changes in units and policy are reflected in the substantial 
use of the Joliet Arsenal area beginning in the summer and fall of 1959. Further, 
the record and experience indicate a continued increase in use in the fall of 1960. 

Mr. Becker. Would you yield for a question ¢ 

Mr. Dorie. Yes. 

Mr. Becker. You say, General, that you are operating under the 
Reserve Training Act of 1955 ¢ 

General WarREN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Becker. Then was it in 1957 when Gen. Maxwell Taylor 
came before this committee—I am not asking you to be specific: 
but in 1957 you put into being the concept of pentomic forces? Was 
that not around 1957 and was it only at that time that this became a 
concept of traming in the pentomic army ? 

General Warren. That is true with respect to the Active Estab- 
lishment, sir. 

Mr. Becker. Then it took you about 2 years to bring that into 
being # 

General Warren. In the Reserve forces. 

Mr. Brecker. In 1959, at this point, you started to get into this 
type of training; is that correct ¢ 

General WarrEN. Yes, sir. At that time, we were given 2 years to 
convert. 

Mr. Becker. That is right. 

General Warren. To convert to the pentomic system. We actually 
accomplished it in 1 year. 

Mr. Becker. So that, although the act was passed in 1955, a great 
change came about from 1957 ? 

Mr. Suorr. That is it. 

General Warren. Later than that, as far as we are concerned. 
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Mr. Brecker. I am just going by memory, now, but IT could be 
wrong. It was, according to my memory, around 1957 when he pro 
posed this pentomic operation ? 

General Warren. That is correct. 

Mr. Becker. Then it took you some 2 years in order to bring this 
all into being and bring it up to the point where, in 1959, you brought 
about the type of training you are using today for this pentomic 
force ? 

General Warren. That is correct. We were given until December 
31, 1960, to accomplish this reorganization. 

Mr. Becker. You brought it out in 1959 instead ? 

General Warren. We accomplished our mission, about 95 percent, 
on December 31, 1959. 

Mr. Becker. Thank you. 

Mr. Norstap. May I ask one question ? 

Mr. Price. Yes. 

Mr. Noreiap. How far from the metropolitan area of Chicago is 
Camp McCoy, Wis. ? 

General Warren. I would have to look at a map. 

Mr. Norsiap. The Illinois National Guard does its training there? 

General Warren. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Norsiap. It must be fairly near. 

General Warren. That is for 2 weeks’ annual training. We do, too. 

Mr. Norsiap. Could it not be used for weekend training also. 

General Warren. No; that would be too far to travel for weekend 
training. We consider the traveling distance from home station to 
training site should be 2 hours or less each way. 

Mr. Norsiap. You do not know the distance and yet you say it is too 
far. You say you do not know the distance. 

General Warren. It is over 100 miles. 

Mr. Norsiap. I wish you had told me that. 

General Warren. I knew it was over 100 miles, but what the actual 
distance is, I do not know. 

Mr. Price. General Warren, you would not want to leave the im- 
pression with the committee, or advance the concept, that field train- 
ing began only with the pentomic division ? 

General Warren. No, sir; absolutely not. 

I hope I made this differentiation that the Reserve and the National 
Guard have gone to training camps where they would take advanced 
training every year for 2 weeks. 

That would be at some close camp or station, either active or inac- 
tive. If it were an inactive Regular Army post, it would be opened 
up for the 2 weeks’ training. At that time, we would accomplish all 
of our field training. 

Now we feel that we have advanced to a stage where all during the 
year we must do some field training so as we are required by law to 
have at least six, and preferably nine, weekends of training for all 
units spread throughout the year in addition to the 2 weeks’ annual 
training. 

Is that clear ? 

Mr. Pricer. Yes; but when does this law require you to have it ? 

General Warren. Always for 2 weeks; and we just started empha- 
sizing the weekend drills last year. 
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Mr. Price. When was the law in effect ¢ 

General Warren. That is an Army training directive. I may have 
said “law” but it isan Army training directive. 

Mr. Conretan. Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Price. Yes. 

Mr. Congenan. I have just one question. 

Due to this legislation, if the suggestion were adopted and you were 
denied the use of the area, what would your alternatives be? 

(General Warren. Area No. 5, which we feel is too level and offers 
no concealment or other training requirements. It does not offer the 
terrain facilities that the other area does. It is not nearly as desirable. 

Mr. Coneran. Thank you. 

Mr. Dorie. May I inquire, Mr. Chairman é 

Mr. Price. Mr. Doyle. 

Mr. Doyite. Do I understand that in the State of Illinois, avail- 
able for your uses, within a reasonable distance, there is no area where 
you can have training ¢ 
~ General Warren. None that we know of that the Army owns. 

Mr. Doyte. From what distance do these units come to point No. 4 
onthe map’ How far do they travel / 

General Warren. We would like to have these facilities within a 
radius of 50 miles. 

Mr. Doyie. I know you would like to have them, but I am asking 
you what distance these units now travel. 

General Warren. They are now traveling anywhere from 1 to 50 
miles. 

Mr. Dorin. Not over 50 ¢ 

Mr. Becker. Mr. Short read into the records the towns they come 
from. 

Mr. Doyix. That is good. 

Please put them in the record. 

Mr. Price. I think the question is a good one because we want to 
know the radius from which the units come into the training area. 
If it is not in Illinois, we would not know, but we can get the listing 
from the file. 

I think you have already given that list within a radius of 50 miles. 

Mr. Suorr. I think all members of your committee, Mr. Chairman, 
are familiar with northern Illinois, the Chicago area. That area for 
weekend training is the nearest place and the best place which we 
already own, and there is nowhere else I know of they could go for 
this weekend training. 

Mr. Price. I think it is obvious, when you look at the picture, as 
far as the useful land for recreational purposes and so forth for 
sportsmen of Illinois is concerned, it certainly would be much more 
desirable that they have the two adjacent plots not divided by the 
superhighway. ‘The point is whether or not, in the interests of na- 
tional defense, the Army is in a position to give up entirely tract 
No.4. Ithink that is the point we have to resolve. 

Mr. Suorr. That is the milk in the coconut. 

Mr. Dorie. Mr. Chairman, if I added correctly, I added 2,700- 
plus acres that are in these parcels involved, and you, Mr. Secretary, 
made a statement on page 2, paragraph 3, in which you said that you 
had declared 3,600 acres surplus. There is an excess of 900 acres. 
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Major Dracgoo. That 3,600 acres, Mr. Congressman, includes some 
other outlying parcels which GSA has disposed of. 

Mr. Dorie. What parcels / 

Major Dracoo. This green one here. This green one here, and a 
pink one here, which has been transferred to the U niversity of Illi- 
nois, and also this one down here, as well as these [indicating tracts 
1,2,3,and 5A]. 

Mr. Suorr. Beyond the safety line from the manufacturing area, 

Mr. Price. Just one more question for the purpose of the record. 

On tract 4 or tract 5, are there any facilities ? 

Mr. Suorr. No. 

Mr. Price. Just natural terrain ? 

Mr. Siorr. No; 1 think there may be one or two old houses, 

Mr. Price. Are there any special training facilities on tract No. 4? 

Mr. Suorr. I do not know about that. 

General Warren. No, sir. 

Major Dracoo. Not other than natural waterways and roads. 

Mr. Price. No ranges / 

Major Dracoo, No. 

Mr. Price. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. It is always a 
pleasure to have you before the committee and to get your frank and 
open expression of views on these subjects. 

We would like to go ahead with an afternoon session but unfor- 
tunately we have an appropriation bill on the floor which is being 
read on a 5-minute rule and we cannot get permission to hold hear- 
ings. 

The committee will stand adjourned until 10 o'clock tomorrow 
morning. 

(Thereupon, the hearing was adjourned at 12:10 p.m.) 


Housr or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SuBcOMMITTEE No. 2 OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 

Washington, D.C., Thursday, May 12, 1960. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., in room 313—A, Old House Office 
Building, Hon. Melvin Price (acting chairman) presiding. 

Mr. Price. The committee will be in order. 

This is a continuation of the hearing on Senate bill 747, to provide 
for the conveyance of certain lands which are a part of the Des 
Plaines Public Hunting and Refuge Area and the Joliet Arsenal 
Military Reservation, located in Will County, Il., to the State of 
Illinois. ; 

The first witness this morning will be Mr. Royal McClelland, execu- 
tive secretary, Illinois Federation of Sportsmen’s Clubs. 


STATEMENT OF ROYAL McCLELLAND, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, 
ILLINOIS FEDERATION OF SPORTSMEN’S CLUBS 


Mr. McCievianp. My name is Royal McClelland, executive secre- 
tary of the Illinois Federation of Sportsmen’s Clubs, which has about 
400 clubs in Illinois with around 50,000 members. We include in our 
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membership, and | am speaking for, the clubs in the northern zone 
which is a division of our State federation and the Cook County- 
Will County clubs which are also members of our group and are par- 
ticularly interested because they are in the immediate vicinity of this 
land that is in question. 

We have discussed the various proposals for a long period of time. 
Since this bill was first introduced I have been very interested, of 
course, in seeing some definite action taken on it. 

Although we would prefer to have the bill in its present form, be- 
cause of the situation that has developed and because we are somewhat 
reluctant to go to war with the U.S. Army, we hope some others are, 
too, and because we believe that in the long run we can get what we 
need in the way of recreation and wildlife area from this proposed 
amendment to the bill, we therefore favor an amendment which would 
allow the State of Illinois to purchase parcel 3 as proposed, and to have 
parcel 5 given without compensation. 

We believe that we can, as we have in the past, get along with the 
5th Army in joint use of parcel 4, and that perhaps our attitude at 
this time will stand us in good stead when additional property in this 
area Will be available for recreational use. 

We have talked with Governor Stratton and with Mr. Palmer, the 
department of conservation and some of his officials, and we believe 
that a very useful plan of operation can be worked out. 

We would therefore recommend, Mr. Chairman, that the bill e 
amended, and allow the State of Illinois to have parcel 3 and parcel 5 
as proposed. 

Mr. Price. The Army position is that they require tract 4 for field 
training for reservists. The testimony indicates that this field train- 
ing is always on weekends. 

What would you say would be the period of the week in which 
spokesmen and people seeking recreation would want to use tract 44 

Mr. McCietitanp. We understand, also, that during the actual 
pheasant-hunting season, which is the big use that would be made of 
tract 4, that we would have the use of the tract for weekends, also, to 
a large extent. 

During the non-pheasant-hunting season use on weekends would 
not interfere particularly with our use of it because then the use is 
more casual. 

Mr. Price. What about use for recreational purposes, if any, offered 
by tract 4? 

Mr. McCuecnanp. There is a certain amount of fishing in there, and 
I think during the week the people locally are the only ones that would 
use it, for that, and they could use it as well through the week because 
they can slip out there after working during the evening because it 
is pretty close. 

Mr. Price. Besides the pheasant season, what other seasons are of 
interest to hunters and sportsmen who may use tract 4? 

Mr. McCietianp. The rabbit-hunting season is about the only other 
one. Duck hunting is very, very limited at the present time. 

Mr. Becker. During what period of the season is rabbit hunting? 
What is the hunting season in Illinois? 

Mr. McCietianp. The pheasant season runs from November 11 to 
November 30. 
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Mr. Becker. How about rabbit hunting ¢ 

Mr McCietitanp. From November—I am not sure of the date be- 
cause we change it every year. It runs from about the 25d to the end 
of January. 

Mr. Price. What I am trying to get at is what would be the effect 
of the Army’s offer of use of this tract? If they offered unlimited use 
during the pheasant season, and limited use during the other season, 
of what benefit would it be to the sportsmen / 

Mr. McCieiianp. We could use it and we will use it. We have 
been doing so in the past. We think that we can make good use of 
it jointly with the Army, and their training exercises will not par- 
ticularly interfere with our use of it. 

Mr. Price. With the understanding that if use is restricted in all 
but three weekends this is satisfactory to the sportsmen / 

Mr. McCietianp. Yes. 

Mr. Brecker. I have worked for years with the sportsmen of New 
York State, Mr. McClelland. I found out that the first thing true 
of sportsmen is what you have indicated here this morning. You 
are a group of good sports. You come in and recognize the fact that 
the interest of the country comes first. At the same time you have 
also stated that you can get the greatest amount of good out of this 

even under these conditions of securing parcel 3 at ‘this time. The 
use of parcel 4 over the pheasant season is important and you would 
like to be granted that use over weekends. 

You also indicated that if conditions permit tract 4 should later on 
be turned over to the State of Illinois. I would certainly subscribe 
to that. I think you have come in with a wonderful presentation. | 
congratulate you. It is in line with all the sportsmen I know, even 
the groups to which I belong myself. It is a very, very fine presenta- 
tion. 

This is one thing I would like to say to you: If other plans can be 
worked out by the Army insofar as fishing is concerned, I would hope 
they do so. There might be some way that fishing could be handled 
by limited numbers on specified weekends, or they might be excluded 
entirely. I don’t know how it will work out, but I am sure the Army 
will work with you on that. 

Perhaps fishermen would like to be able to fish on weekends at least 
to a limited number. I hope they work that out because fishermen are 
most peculiar people. They like to fish, and some like to fish all the 
time. 

Look into that and see if some plans could be worked out in that 
direction where it would not interfere with training. 

Mr. Price. That is one thing that bothers me. I imagine the only 
time the average fisherman can get. away is on weekends. This 
arangement would not be very satisfactory to that type of fisherman; 
would it? 

Mr. McCietianp. Of course, that is a problem. We believe we 
can work out some reasonable use jointly for fishermen with the Fifth 
Army. 

Mr. Price. What has been the use of the area in question up to this 
time by the Illinois sportsmen ? 

Mr. McCetianp. The biggest use that our members have made of 
it has been pheasant shooting. The State conducts a public shooting 
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area there which operates during the regular pheasant season, No- 
vember 11 to 30, and we have large numbers of Chicago shooters par- 
ticularly who have no place to go other than this and who use thus 
area for public pheasant shooting. 

Mr. Price. Have they had any difficulty with the Army in gaining 
permission to use the area ¢ 

Mr. McCietiann. Of no consequence, no. ‘The only ones who have 
had any sort of a question come up have been the fishermen, the 
hunters, and from the shooting standpoint we have had no problem at 
all. 

Mr. Doyie. I would take it, then, that your group of 50,000 are 
shooters rather than fishermen ‘ 

Mr. McCLe tian. Not necessarily; they are both. 

Mr. Doyie. What portion are fishermen? I understood you to say 
that it was easy to reach and they were largely local people who were 
fishing. 

Mr. McCieitianp. The fishing potential there is not great enough to 
draw people from any particular distance. 

Mr, Dorie. Not even from Chicago / 

Mr. McCiecianp. Not too much. Will County, which is right 
there and right in their own backyard, they use it some. 

Mr. Dorie. The fishing use, so far as your club is concerned, is 
not very extensive / 

Mr. McC.etianp. It is secondary. 

Mr. Doyie. I thought that from what you indicated. 

You have 50,000 members. How many members would be in that 
area shooting on those 2 weekends involved ¢ 

Mr. McCietnanp. How many would actually be shooting ¢ 

Mr. Dorie. Yes. 

Mr. McCLetianp. It would be a pure guess. 

Mr. Dorie. Makeva guess. You have had experience. 

Mr. McCie.ianp. They can accommodate around 300 people, L be- 
lieve. That isa good general figure. 

Mr. Dorie. Only 300 out of 50,000 shoot 2 weekends there / 

Mr. McCietianp. You speak of our members. We are not think- 
ing of it just for our members as a private shooting preserve. This is 
open to everybody. 

Mr. Doyur. I realize that. So far as your own club is concerned 
there are only about 300 members who use it twice a year. That is 
not very many ; Is it 4 

Mr. Becker. There are three weekends in that period, Mr. Doyle. 

Mr. Doytr. Three times a year, then. 

Have you been there and noticed the number of people who are 
not members of your club who shoot on those three weekends? 

Mr. McCietnanp. No, because I do not know all the members 
of our club, and I would not recognize the difference. I have been 
there when the shooting was going on; yes, sir. 

Mr. Doyir. Have you been hunting there in that area on oc- 
casions other than on those three weekends ? 

Mr. McCrietianp. Not myself, no. I have plenty other places to 
go. We are thinking of it for the people in Chicago who have no 
place to go. 
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Mr. Doyie. You would say, then, that the hunting in that area 
other than on the three weekends is not very extensive ? 

Mr. McCieituanp. There is a certain amount of rabbit hunting but 
it is not in proportion to the pheasant hunting because that is a put- 
and-take shooting setup. 

Mr. Dorie. So the use of the area by the hunters does not. inter- 
fere with the Army drills or vice versa; Is that correct ¢ 

Mr. McC.eiianp. That is about right. 

Mr. Ketitener. I have some figures about utilization of the area 
generally. The figures are from 1948 up through 1956. They are put 
out by the Department of Conservation of the State of Hlinois. 
There is an indication that from 1948 to 1956 there have been some 
77 hunters, and apparently ine ‘re have been some 51,993 pheasants 
killed during that period, and 2,263 rabbits killed during that period. 

Mr. Doytr. From 1948 through 1956 ? 

Mr. Keviener. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Doyie. I thought from the testimony it was not very extensive. 
I was not familiar with those figures. 

Mr. McCietianp. Mr. Doyle, I might add this thought: 

One of the reasons, perhaps, that we have not m: mat more use of the 
area than we have is because we have not owned it. We could not. 
afford to put any permanent installations on land we “did not own and 
we cid not know how long we would have use of it. 

I am convinced that additional use can be and will be made of this 
area because it is the most logical area for us to expand in that highly 
populated area, to expand our pheasant shooting and rabbit shooting, 
to develop it for picnicking, for additional fishing, which we can do 
and will do if we own the land and can be assured—— 

Mr. Doyite. Own what land? 

Mr. McCreitianp. Tract 5 and tract 3. We cannot afford now to 
further develop them. 

Mr. Dorie. You mean if it goes into public ownership ? 

Mr. McCuetianp. Yes, into ownership of the State of Tlinois. 
Then the State of Illinois can, and I think it will, develop those other 
facilities for wider use of the area rather than just as a public shoot- 
ing ground. 

Mr. Dorie. I would hope so. Otherwise I would feel it was not 
justified in the way of expenditure of over $280,000 just for shooters, 
300 of them just 3 weekends of the year. 

Mr. McCietianp. We also have had a pretty extensive propaga- 


29 


tion program on the area which will be moved now, if we get this land, 


to land that the State owns. That can also be expanded with a feel- 
ing that it will be permanent. 

Our particular thought, though we cannot speak for the depart- 
ment of conservation, obviously, is that this area can be developed 


further, particularly for the use of picnickers who just want a place 


for picnics, who want to come out and just look at wildlife. They 
don’t want to shoot it but just to see it. 
Mr. Doyix. To what areas do you refer in that development? 
Mr. McCretxianp. Three particularly, and possibly No. 5. 
Mr. Doytr. How many miles apart are 3 and 5? 
Mr. McCiexxtanp. I am not sure of the mileage there. 
Mr. Dorie. Approximately ? 
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Mr. Ketiener. About 2 miles or a little less. Those are section 
lines on there. 

Mr. McCietianp. Yes, approximately 2 miles. The use can be 
so developed that our pheasant shooting, which is something that 
can be located in an area that is away from the rest of it, in fact 
preferably should be, can be held down there on No. 5. All we do is 
to put the birds in a truck, take them out, dump them out in the 
morning, and the shooters immediately go after them. 

You would rather have that type of setup away from any other 
activity. 

Then 3 lends itself very well to other developments because there 
is a certain amount of water on it. 

Mr. Doyir. Have you ever noticed at the times you were there, 
which I assume are not very many from your testimony, any military 
activity in those areas interfering with the shooting? 

Mr. McCrietiann. No. 

Mr. Doyir. Have you ever noticed any extensive military drills 
in those areas ¢ 

Mr. McCietianp. No. 

Mr. Doytr. How many years have you been using it? 

Mr. McCrievianp. I don’t recall. 

Mr. Dorie. Approximately ? 

Mr. McCiei.anp. Five or six years at least. 

Mr. Doyitx. You have never noticed any military drilling there? 

Mr. McCue..anp. I have never been there at any time when any 
was going on, no. 

Mr. Ketiener. Have you been there at any time when there might 
have been military drilling? Have you been there on weekends when 
the Army states it uses this area ¢ 

Mr. McCretianp. I have been there on weekends, yes. 

Mr. Kertiener. On tract 4? 

Mr. McCieitzianp. Yes, and 1 and 2. 

Mr. Dorie. That is all. 

Mr. Brecker. Are you aware of the question Mr. Doyle just asked 
you? Testimony was offered here yesterday that drilling has been 
taking place there extensively since 1959. Was it in June or August? 

Mr. Ketiener. August of 1959 to April of this year. 

Mr. Brecker. Some 7,000-plus troops have been training there on 
weekends during that period. 

Mr. Doyle’s questioning and your answers would lead me to believe 
that you have been there on weekends during this period from Au- 
gust of 1959 to April and that you have seen no drilling taking 
place and no maneuvers of any kind taking place on tract 4. 

Isthat a correct statement ? 

Mr. McCieniaAnp. That is correct, and T have not been particularly 
looking for them. Consequently it may have been going on and I 
would know nothing about it. 

Most of my time has been spent on tracts 1, 2, and 3 rather than on 
tract 4. 

Mr. Becker. Then it could very well have been going on. In other 
words, we are not trying to impeach anybody’s testimony but to get 
facts here. 

Mr. Doytr. That is right. 
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Mr. Becker. The Army testified yesterday, and I must accept their 
testimony, that they have been training some 7,000-plus troops on 
weekends from August of 1959 to April. 

I must assume from your answer, then, you have not been around 
on tract + to any degree to have noticed that this was going on? 

Mr. McCietianp. This is only second hand, but we were highly 
suspicious, of course, of the idea proposed that the Army needed ‘that 
area for training purposes. We decided to do some checking up as 
best we could. 

We spoke to Mr. McMillan, for instance, who is the operator of the 
area for the department of conservation. We asked him and others 
whether or not he knew of actual training exercises that the Army 
was conducting in that area 

They indicated they did know of such activity. They further in- 
dicated there had been no conflict between the use by the Army and 
by the department of conservation. 

Mr. Becker. We have taken testimony here which has been de- 
veloped somewhat by hearsay and yet without actual knowledge by the 
individuals of what is taking place there. The only one who had 
concrete testimony of facts was the Army itself in stating they were 
drilling there on weekends, conducting maneuvers and training, to 
the extent of some 7,000 troops from last August to the present time. 

You would say that is not in dispute ? 

Mr. McCievianp. That is right. 

Mr. Becker. I think the chairman of the committee has been mighty 
fair in his usual way in conducting these hearings in the last 2 days 
and I think he has approached all his questioning with sound fair- 
ness on the part of both sides, considering the people of the State, the 
State itself, and all parties involved. 

I think it is quite justified that a congested area such as Chicago 
should have areas for recreational use and I want to compliment the 
chairman in the manner he has conducted the hearings. 

Mr. Doyie. I concur in that. 

I think the evidence by the Army yesterday, in answer to my ques- 
tion, was that they had no record with them on yesterday of the use 
of the areas prior to August of 1959. 

Is any such record in the room today ‘ 

Mr. Keviener. Colonel Wilkin, do you have a record of use of the 
area prior to August of 1959? 

Colonel Witkin. I have no record, but I will make some statements 
which have a bearing on it. 

Mr. Keviener. Would you like to hear that at this time ? 

Mr. Price. Yes. 

Mr. Keviener. This is Col. John L. Wilkin. 

Colonel Wiikry. I am the sector commander of the northern IIli- 
nois sector of the 11th Corps. That is in St. Louis and it is under 
the 5th Army Headquarters. They are Reserve units from my sector 
which make the primary use of this area. 

Would you like me to address myself to the question of records 
prior to August of 1959 ? 

Mr. Dorr. Yes. 

Colonel Witkin. I would like to make a little explanation of that, 
sir. 
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As you are better aware, perhaps, than I, the Reserve Forces Act 
of 1955 completely revolutionized the Reserve components. As you 
may recall, the first returnees from 2 years began to come back and 
be eligible for assignment to these units in the autumn of 1957. 

At first that was merely a trickle, and of course it became cumula- 
tive, so that now the great majority of the enlisted men in our Re- 
serve units are these obligated reservists. 

Prior to the beginning of 1958 we did not have these obligated re- 
servists who are now the backbone of the enlisted men in the units, 
both in my area and in all other areas. 

This meant that from January of 1958 on we have had a progres- 
sive state of training as these units began to fill up in strength. 

Initially you begin with individual training, and it later develops 
into unit training. 

We began to make the Joliet area available on a voluntary basis 
to these growing units in the spring of 1958 and it continued on a 
voluntary basis until midsummer of 1959. 

By this time two things happened—the strength of the units had 
very much increased. There was a greater continuity of returnees 
who had been in the units for a certain length of time, and the units 
had begun to be in a training position so that they could undertake 
unit training as well as advanced individual training. 

It was at this point that the Joliet training area became vital to 
us, and it was at this point that its usage ceased to be purely volun- 
tary for an individual unit, and it was at this point that corps head- 
quarters published a schedule for its use by certain units on certain 
weekends. 

Mr. Dorie. At what point on the calendar is that / 

Colonel Witkin. I should think the corps brought out the schedule 
in July of 1959. The first dates scheduled would have been late in 
August of 1959, at the end of the annual active duty for training pe- 
riod for that vear. 

Mr. Dorie. How many men on weekends now use that area accord- 
ing to your records ¢ 

Colonel Witkin. 7,000 is the figure used this morning. My recol- 
lection is that it is nearer 8,000. 

Mr. Doyir. Not on one weekend ? 

Colonel WiLkrn. No, sir. 

Mr. Dorie. In what period of time do 7,000 people use that area? 
How many months of the year ¢ 

Colonel Witkin. If I may answer that by saying that from May 1 
to the end of December, excluding the hunting season in November, 
a schedule has been made up indicating that. 8,000-plus will use it in 
that 8-month period, 8 months minus, really. 

Mr. Dorie. What number of the military personnel join in 
the hunting season, if you know? They do not use it for military 
use but what use does the military make of the hunting season in 
addition ¢ 

Colonel Witkin. The first year that I was familiar with the hunt- 
ing season arrangements, sir, was the autumn before this last one, 
at which time we arranged to turn tract 4 over to the conservation 
commission completely. 
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They were kind enough to invite Army personnel just the same as 
any other residents of Illinois to use it on the same basis as any other 
citizen of Illinois, and at that time I had inserted in the 5th Army 
Daily Bulletin a notice saying that the State conservation commission 
would make available to Army personnel who fulfilled the normal re- 
quirements of licenses or whatever they were the same usage of that 
area that was available to anyone in Illinois for the hunting period in 
which is approximately November 10 to 30. 

Mr. Doyte. Of course, that is no reason why the military should 
not also use it. Now will you indicate to me, if you know, approxi- 
mately how much of the personnel of the military in that area also 
shot pheasants those 3 weeks. I am not objecting to it, understand. 
I merely wanted to get the facts. 

Colonel Wiikry. I have no idea, sir. 

Mr. Doyie. Would you say 100 or 200 or 1,000 or 2,000? How 
many ¢ 

Colonel Witkin. I would be very much surprised if it exceeded 
100, sir. 

Mr. Becker. You would not keep any records of the military men 
or nonmilitary men who were using this area for hunting, would you? 

Colonel Wiix1n. I would have no knowledge of it, sir. 

Mr. Becker. You do not have any reason to issue any pass to them, 
so you would have no record ¢ 

Colonel Witxry. During the hunting season I would have no 
knowledge. 

Mr. Brecker. At any time you would not have any knowledge, 
would you? They are not intraining. The only knowledge you have 
is when they are in training and on duty. 

Colonel WiLk1n. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Becker. So when reservists are off duty, you would have no 
knowledge of what they were doing, would you? 

Colonel Wixi. No, sir; but I would hope they would not use it 
out of season. 

Mr. Becker. We are talking about in season, Colonel. 

Mr. Price. We hope they would not violate the game laws. To 
get to the point Mr. Doyle was driving at, any restrictions placed 
on this area, the military would abide by as well as the civilians. 

Colonel Wirik1n. Yes, indeed, sir. 

Mr. Price. In other words, if weekends were restricted for civilian 
hunting, military would also be restricted over that period ¢ 

Colonel Wixxrn. In exactly the same way; yes, sir. 

Mr. Price. Mr. Lankford.” 

Mr. Lanxrorp. No questions. 

Mr. Price. Mr. McClelland, I would like now to summarize the 
position, as I understood you to state it, of the Federation of Illinois 
Sportmen’s Clubs. That is, it would be preferable as far as the 
sportsmen are concerned if they could have tracts 3 and 4, but it was 
the feeling that it may be impossible to get the Army to declare the 
tract 4 area surplus; that the compromise proposal of declaring 
tracts 5 A and B, shown on the map, surplus and available to the 
State would be acceptable. 

Mr. McCretianp. That is correct. 

Mr. Price. You would still prefer to have tract 4 rather than 
tract 5. 
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Mr. McCieLtLann. Yes. 

Mr. Price. Your decision is based completely on the feeling that 
it is impossible to get the Army to declare tract 4 surplus. 

Mr. McCieitianp. That ts correct. 

Mr. Price. Any other quest ions / 

Mr. Becker. | am wondering now whether Mr. McClelland is 
really 

Mr. Price. That is what he said. I think that is also the position 
of the State of Illinois, the State department of conservation. 

Mr. Becker. I do not think so. 1 think Mr. McClelland indicated, 
if I may be so bold as to give my point of view, that the State of 
Illinois, its sportsmen and others, are going to be able to use tract 4 
during the hunting season and the recreation season to almost their 
fullest extent, just as they would if they had owned it, except they 
will not be able to build facilities or do something of that nature. 

Mr. Price. This is the big point. 

Mr, Becker. Yes. They will be able to build facilities on tract 
5 that could be used, close to tract 4. They could build the facilities 
there temporarily, anyway. It would be so close to 4. There are 
1,540 acres in tract 4, if I remember correctly. I do not — what 
the mileage is. Mr. Kelleher, look at it. The top of tract 4, taking 
a straight line, cannot be more than half a mile or three-qu: era of a 
mile, can it? At the maximum, knowing acreage as I do—it is spread 
out there—it cannot be more than half or three-quarters of a mile. 
You look at it, Mr. Kelleher. 

Mr. Keviener. It is more than that. It is 4 inches to the mile, 
and I would say that that, therefore, would be something on the 
order of 2 miles, I believe. 

Mr. Brecker. Are you taking all the way down to the point, to 
the end of tract 42 You are taking it down to the point where the 
river runs along. I am taking a straight line across there. I think 
Mr. McClelland would agree facilities could be built close enough on 
tract 3 that it would be available reasonably to tract 4 for the time 
being. 

Mr. McCie.ianp. Yes. 

Mr. Becker. You would be able to get considerable service out of 
tract 4 during this period of time that you want it. I think you have 
analyzed it quite well, Mr. McClelland, and I think you are also a 
realist. 

The final point. I am just as interested as you or anybody else 
in returning to the people lands which are owned by Government. 
Too much lands are owned by the Federal Government today. We 
find in the committee the military are always reluctant to give up any 
land. Why they are reluctant, I do not know, except in their reason- 
ing they need it. I would like to see a whole lot more of this land 
returned to the people just as rapidly as we can. When we become 
convinced that they need it, we feel, as I think you do, we must bow 
to that type of reasoning. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Doyir. Have you been on parcel 5 

Mr. McCLeciann. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dorie. Often ¢ 
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Mr. McCieiianp. No. Twice, I think, and that is only since this 
proposal came up ? 

Mr. Doytx. How long ago? 

Mr. McCretianp. That has been in December. 

Mr. Doyte. Have you been all over that parcel 5, all of the area? 

Mr. McC ietianp. Not by foot. We drove through as much of it 
as youcan drive through ina car. 

Mr. Dorie. What use would you make of parcel 5 for sports use, 
if any? 

Mr. McCretxianp. Primarily pheasant shooting. 

Mr. Doyte. In other words, I think you said you would raise 
pheasants and let them loose on tract 5 and shoot them. 

Mr. McCietianp. It would not be our prerogative to determine 
where the pheasants were raised. The department of conservation 
would do that. 

Mr. Dorie. What is the nature of the topography of tract 5? 

Mr. McCretianp. It is rather flat land, primarily. There are 
scrub shrubs on it, but mostly just flat, very poor farmland, weedy, 
but making adequate cover for pheasant. shooting. 

Mr. Doyte. I think yesterday one of the witnesses said there was a 
slight forest or some trees. He indicated there were some trees there. 

Mr. McC ietxanp. It is a shrub volunteer growth mostly. 

Mr. Doyte. All over the area? 

Mr. McC ietianp. No; just on parts of it. 

Mr. Doyte. Isthere any river running through it ? 

Mr. McCretianp. Alongside, not through. 

Mr. Doytx. Are there any ups and downs? 

Mr. McCiexanp. Very little. 

Mr. Doyte. I think those are the facts that I wanted to bring out. 
I wish the military would understand the reason I was questioning 
in detail was that I thought we ought to have all the facts which 
might be pertinent. I would hope that there were more than 100 of 
the military out of 7,000 or 8,000 who wanted to become a crack shot 
with a shotgun and shoot pheasants. I would hope there were many 
more than that. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Price. Thank you very much. 

Thank you, Mr. McClelland. We appreciate having your testi- 
mony here. 

Mr. McCretiann. Thank you. 

Mr. Price. The next witness this morning will be Mr. J. W. Pen- 
fold, of the Izaak Walton League of America. 

Mr. Ketiener. Mr. Penfold hoped he could be here, but he can- 
not. He left a statement he would like to have inserted in the record. 

Mr. Price. Without objection, it will be included in the record. 
Is there any way you can summarize it so the staff and committee 
members will know what their position is? Why can you not read 
it? 

Mr. Ketiener. It can be read. 
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STATEMENT OF J. W. PENFOLD, CONSERVATION DIRECTOR, THE 
IZAAK WALTON LEAGUE OF AMERICA, INC. 


Mr. KeL_Lener (reading) : 


Mr. Chairman, the Izaak Walton League of America is a nationwide member- 
ship organization dedicated to the conservation and wise use of America’s soil, 
wood, waters, and wildlife resources. League headquarters have been located 
in the State of Illinois since the league was founded in 1922. I am J. W. Pen- 
fold, its national conservation director, and am presently located in Wash- 
ington, D.C. 

The league appreciates this opportunity to appear before your committee in 
wholehearted support of the purposes and objectives of S. 747, as amended and 
passed by the Senate during the first session of the 86th Congress. 

The league’s interest in the Des Plaines wildlife area goes back several years, 
and we had a part in the effort which resulted in making some of the area 
available for public recreation purposes originally in 1948. Our interest has 
continued in the area now generally described as parcels 1, 2, 3, and 4. It had 
been hoped that all this area would be declared surplus and made permanently 
available to the State of Illinois for public hunting, fishing, and outdoor recrea- 
tion to help meet the mounting needs of highly populated northern Illinois. 

This proved to be a futile hope. Disposal policies and procedures don’t work 
that easily. Moreover, there developed sharp pressures for assigning the lands 
to other uses—industrial development on one hand and military training pro- 
grams on the other. 

S. 747, as passed by the Senate, thus is a compromise. It concedes that parcels 
1 and 2 will be disposed of by the Government for industrial development. It 
proposes that parcel 3 be conveyed to the State of Illinois for a healthy finan- 
cial consideration, and that parcel 4 be conveyed to the State of Illinois without 
financial consideration. 

Parcels 3 and 4 together would comprise a unit which offers excellent oppor- 
tunities for a broad program of public recreation, including fish and wildlife, 
boating, picnicking, and so forth—opportunities greatly lacking in that part of 
the State. We believe that the Senate committee, after extensive study, reached 
this same conclusion in which the whole Senate subsequently concurred. 

We understand that a further compromise has been advanaced, at the con- 
tinued insistence of the Army that parcel 4 remain in their ownership for train- 
ing purposes. 

This further compromise would convey parcel 3 to the State of Illinois for a 
financial consideration as provided in 8. 747. The Army would retain owner- 
ship of parcel 4, but make it available to the State of Illinois during the 
pheasant hunting season, and throughout the rest of the year except on week- 
ends, when training activities are carried on. Additionally, the area known as 
parcel 5 would be conveyed to the State of Dlinois without consideration. 

We do not believe this proposed compromise would provide as useful an area 
for broad-type recreation development as would the area now proposed in S. 
747. At the same time, it is by no means to be despised. As I read the opinions 
of our people in the area, they are in support, if this is the best that can be 
worked out. It seems, however, that they understand parcel 5 to be readily 
available for conveyance to the State of Illinois. As I understand it, parcel 5 
is in part owned by GSA and in part owned by the Army. (That is a correct 
statement.) Judging by the past, this could provide endless complications and 
interminable delays. 

We would strongly urge, consequently, that the language of the bill be clear 
and specific that the lands in parcel 5, whether owned by GSA or the Army, 
are to be conveyed to the State of Illinois without financial consideration, by 
a reasonable but specific date. 

-arcel 4, which the Army would retain for limited training purposes, con- 
tains some of the most valuable recreation potentials of the area, including 
a couple of good fishing lakes and access to the Kankakee River. From a wild- 
life and recreation standpoint, parcel 4 is the key to the whole area under 
consideration. We can anticipate a few little public relations headaches for 
both the Army and the State, when great numbers of the public look at these 
recreation opportunities through the fences on weekends. Certainly, with the 
Army having first call on the use of the area, there can be little development of 
facilities for public use during these periods when it is availiable. 
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We would urge, consequently, that the State of Illinois have first call on par- 
cel 4, should any change in Army training activities lessen their need for thy 
area. 

Similarly, a strip along each bank of Grant Creek and Grant Creek Cutoff in 
parcel 3 are to be retained by the Army. We understand they cannot be con- 
veyed to the State of Illinois along with the bulk of the acreage, because of con 
tamination. It would appear to be imperative that retention of these strips 
by the Army not serve to prevent access to and full use of the area conveyed 
to the State. 

We would urge that this be specified in the bill, and also provision that 
these strips be conveyed to the State when the hazard from contamination has 
been eliminated. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, we respectfully urge that the committee see this 
problem in its long-range perspective, and as an opportunity to serve the wild 
life and recreation needs of a burgeoning population in an area where such 
opportunities are already just about nonexistent. 

We appreciate the privilege of stating our views before this committee. 

Respectfully submitted. 

J. W. PENFOLD, 
Conservation Director, IWLA 

May 11, 1960. 

May I comment, Mr. Chairman, on what is stated in here as causing 
complications, particularly the conveyance of the two portions of tract 
5, one being under the control of the GSA and the larger part being 
under the control of the Army. Under the suggested amendment to 
the bill, they would be conveyed simultaneously, since the area under 
GSA’s control will be undoubtedly put back under Army control. 

With respect to the timeliness of the conveyance which Mr. Penfold 
expressed some concern about, you recall the bill requires the State 
make its determinations and commitments within a year. As soon 
as those commitments are made, then both of the tracts can be con- 
veyed, so there should not be any delay in that respect. 

With respect to one other thing that is brought up, the retention by 
the Army—of some areas in tract 3 which, because of contamination, 
have been retained by the Army. They do indeed or could indeed, 
because of their location, prevent access to these waterways within 
here. 

Mr. Price. What is being retained by the Army ¢ 

Mr. Ketiener. Areas along each side of the waterway right here 
are contaminated. 

Mr. Price. Within tract 3? 

Mr. Ketiener. Within tract 3. They never were declared excess, 
in other words. It was the opinion of some witnesses that all of three 
was declared excess. That is not so. There is a small area approxi- 
mating 100 acres, if I am correct on that, which was never declared 
excess and which lies within this area here. 

Mr. Price. Why ? 

Mr. Keiiener. Because of contamination. I imagine that it would 
not be difficult to arrange in some appropriate fashion for passage 
across them, although you gather the Army might be reluctant that 
any structures be put on there. 

Mr. Doytr. I wish to make clear as far as my position is concerned, 
if the State is to purchase tract 3, it ought to be free of any encum- 
brance and control of any area by the Army unless the restriction is 
absolutely necessary for military use. In other words, the public 
should have free and full use of any area it pays money for unless 
it is absolutely necessary for military use. I would assume if it is 
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polluted now, the State would take over that problem of pollution if 
No. 3 is purchased by the State. 

Mr. Ketiever. The term “contamination” as used by the Army 
normally means contaminated in a dangerous way because of the use 
of the property in the past. May I suggest the committee take testi- 
mony on that point / 

Mr. Price. We would like to have further information on that point 
so we will know what the problem is. Does anyone here from the 
Army care to comment ¢ 

Mr. Mivron A. Peart (Office, Chief of Engineers, U.S. Army). Mr. 
Chairman, Dr. Bengis, of the Ordnance Corps, is here and can explain 
about the contamination, but I would like to make one comment about 
the acreages involved. In this area there is an actually undetermined 
amount of land which has not been turned over to GSA because of 
the contamination of industrial wastes from the ordnance plant. Of 
course, When it operates it will continue to put additional industrial 
wastes down into this water area. This area has not been surveyed, 
so we do not know exactly how much land it is. GSA says the amount 
of excess land, now surplus land, which is in tract 3 is the amount 
shown in the bill, and therefore, in answer to your question, Mr. 
Doyle, the State would be paying only for the land they would be 
getting, and they would not be paying for additional acreage. 

Mr. Price. This is not considered in the figures which are in the 
bill? 

Mr. Pear. That is correct. 

Mr. Ke.iener. That is correct; yes. 

Mr. Praru. As to the exact type of contamination from industrial 
wastes, Dr. Bengis, of the Office of Chief of Ordnance, can answer that 
question. 


STATEMENT OF DR. ROBERT 0. BENGIS, CIVILIAN EXECUTIVE 
ASSISTANT TO CHIEF, AMMUNITION BRANCH, ORDNANCE CORPS 


Mr. Ketxener. Dr. Bengis, would you come forward? Would you 
xplain to the committee, Doctor, the type of contamination in those 
areas retained by the Army within section 3 / 

Dr. Benois. I would be very happy to. 

In the manufacture of TNT, we generate what we call red water, 
and that is disposed of through this area in question. This red 
water on evaporation has a certain amount of solid material which 
is unstable and is considered hazardous in dry form. It is for that 
reason, to safeguard the public, we feel that this area should be free 
of access from the public. 

Mr. Price. In what way is it dangerous / 

Dr. Benats. It is explosive; it is apt to explode. 

Mr. Price. What safeguard do you have around it to keep the 
public out of the area ¢ 

Dr. Benats. I assume it would have to be fenced and posted. 

Mr. Price. It is not fenced now ¢ 

Dr. Brenais. I do not believe so. I would have to investigate that 
for you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kettener. Would it be dangerous, Doctor, for people to walk 
through there to get access to the river; would you say ¢ 
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Dr. Benets. We would not like to have them walk over any ground 
which had been saturated with this red water. 

Mr. Keiiener. And certainly not build any fires in there. 

Dr. Benets. Naturally not build any fires. 

Mr. Price. Can anyone from the Army tell us who has the respon- 
sibility for fencing in this area? 

Mr. Keiieuer. It would appear to be the Army’s responsibility to 
fence it in if it is fenced. 

Mr. Dorie. May I inquire, if that went to the State of Illinois, 
there certainly should be some definite arrangement, if it is h: azardous. 
It certainly is inconsistent with recre ational use to have a hazard in 
the middle of a recreation area. 

What about the extent of the area that you figure is hazardous, 
Doctor—How many miles long and wide? 

Dr. Benets. It would not extend much beyond the banks of the 
streams. 

Mr. Doyte. How wide is that ? 

Dr. Benats. I donot know that. 

Mr. Dorie. About how wide is the stream ? 

Dr. Benes. It is a very small stream. 

Mr. Dorie. How wide would the banks be to which you refer? 
You said you would not want anyone to walk over where there had 
been this deposit. How wide an area is that on each side of the narrow 
stream ¢ 

Dr. Benais. If the stream did not flood, it would extend up only to 
the surface of the ground around the stream. 

Mr. Doyte. Ten or fifteen yards? 

Dr. Benats. I do not think it would be as much as that unless the 
stream flooded. 

Mr. Doyix. You cannot prevent a flood there, apparently. Do you 
have to anticipate a flood ? 

Dr. Benais. I do not believe that it has flooded as long as we have 
been in the area 

Mr. Doyte. If it has been hazardous all these years, why has there 
not been a fence around it ? 

Dr. Beneis. The public did not have access to it. We have this 
problem of red water at all of our TNT plants. Sometimes we have 
a site where there is a very big stream alongside of it, and it simplifies 
the problem because we just bleed the red water into the stream in 
such amounts that it will not affect the fish. 

Mr. Dorie. Then, as I understand it, if the State pays for it, it 
pays for it subjec t to this hazardous condition in that area. 

Mr. Brcxrr. They are not buying this land. 

Mr. Doyte. Three? 

Mr. Brecker. This plot is not being bought. 

Mr. Price. That is not included in the acreage. 

Mr. Ketiener. In other words, tract 3 is not within the exterior 
boundaries as shown on the map, Mr. Doyle, but it is something less 
than that, with areas in it never declared excess. 

Mr. Price. The only problem is preventing the public from having 
access to it, and the Army has the responsibility. 

Mr. Doyte. This is not being bought for recreation ? 

Mr. Keitener. That is correct. 








Vv 





n- 


LO 








5917 


Mr. Price. Thank you very much, Doctor. 

The next witness will be Dr. T. R. Goodwin, vice president, Wild- 
life Management Institute. 

(No response. ) 

Do you have a statement from the Wildlife Management Institute ? 

Mr. Ke_iteuer. No; we have one other statement, Mr. Chairman, 
from Mr. Robert M. Paul, executive secretary of the Sport Fishing 
Institute. That is the only other statement which has been furnished 
me, 

Mr. Pricer. Then the next witness will be Mr. G. W. Cox, assistant 
to the president, Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railroad. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE W. COX, ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT, 
ATCHISON, TOPEKA & SANTA FE RAILWAY C0., CHICAGO, ILL. 


Mr. Cox. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I came with a prepared 
statement, but because of the turn of events that has taken place since 
we have been here and which took place before we came here that we 
were not aware of, 1 would like to make only a relatively short 
statement. 

My name is George W. Cox, I am assistant to the president of the 
Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway Co., and am charged with 
industrial development for the system. 

Our previous interest in the hearing was to attempt to have parcels 
1, 2, and 8 committed to industrial development. We went further 
to support our views by bidding on the property through the Chanslor- 
Western Oil & Development Co., which is a wholly owned subsidiary. 
Our bid of $1,351,500 was a half million dollars over the second bidder, 
and almost $700,000 over the third bidder. 

Mr. Price. Tracts t and 2, I take it ¢ 

Mr. Cox. Tracts 1, 2, and 3. 

Mr. Price. What was the bid? 

Mr. Cox. $1,351,500. 

We reluctantly agreed—— 

Mr. Becker. You said that was how much over the nearest bidder ? 

Mr. Cox. A half million dollars. The next bidder was just slightly 
over $800,000. 

Mr. Becker. The bids on the three individual parcels, 1, 2, and 3, 
were $1,345,000. 

Mr. Cox. That is right. 

Mr. Brecker. The individual bids on 1, 2, and 3 were almost the 
same as your bid on the three parcels. 

Mr. Cox. That is right. 

Mr. Brecker. I wanted to get that straight. 

Mr. Cox. We bid more, I think around $6,000 more, for the total 
of the three parcels than we did on 1, 2, and 3, primarily because, I 
think you gentlemen will understand, we ile to build a railroad 
through 3 whether we use it or not. 

We reluctantly agreed to the so-called agreement we would direct 
the sale of 946 acres in parcel No. 3 to the State of Illinois at our bid 
of $303 per acre. The State of Illinois is making the offer on the 
basis of our bid. 
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To clarify, the reason our bid was substantially less per acre for 
parcel 5 was this reservation of the so-called red water area which the 
GSA in their bid required the purchaser to fence off and reserve the 
property to the Government to a high bank on either side of the creek. 
[t is a little difficult for our engineers to determine just what the high 
bank was in this relatively level, flat terrain. We did not come up 
with quite as much acreage as the Government was proposing to sell. 
We came up with about 822 acres instead of 946. Also, we would 
have the cost of the fence. 

Additionally, the Government included in their release of this parcel 
of property a guarantee from the purchaser to absolve the Government 
of any liability in connection with any damage, death, or injury re- 
sulting from anyone getting into the red water area. That 1s some- 
thing that we think probably should have been ironed out between us 
and the Army or between any purchaser and the Army, but neverthe- 
less someone would have to insure against that. 

We understand that the present bill, as amended, reserves the rail- 
road right-of-way through parcel 3 so our line could be extended into 
parcels 1 and 2. With the loss of parcel 3 for industrial development, 
our previous testimony that a valuation of $225 million could well 
locate in the area in a 10-year period should be amended to $150 mil- 
lion, with tax revenue being reduced from $3 million to $2 million, 
and potential employment from 6,000 to 4,000. 

We are hopeful that an early settlement can be accomplished so at 
least parcels 1 and 2 can be returned to the tax rolls and developed 
for industrial use. Since the bids were opened March 16, 1959, we 
have lost three excellent prospects for the area, one of which I am sure 
would have taken a site in the area. I do not think anyone can say 
definitely that a prospect would locate in a particular area, but we 
have had many assurances from different people that they like the area 
for industrial purposes. As we testified before, there is a limited 
amount of industrial property in the close-in area of what we have 
ealled the Chicago land area that can be utilized for industrial pur- 
poses served by rail, water, and highway. 

That, gentlemen, is the limit of my brief testimony. I had thought 
it probably would not be necessary to testify, but we are hopeful this 
thing can be ironed out on the basis that has been recently suggested, 
that is, parcel 3 being sold to the State of Illinois, parcel 5 committed 
to the State without charge, and parcel 4 used for hunting. 

Mr. Price. I think I understand what your problem is. While this 
legislation does not refer to 1 and 2, the General Services Administra- 
tion did decide to hold up disposition of these until this legislation was 
disposed of, one way or the other. The committee did advise the Gen- 
eral Services Administration that it thought it should go ahead with 
the sale of parcels 1 and 2, but the General Services Administration 
thought that this might not be the wise thing to do, pending the dis- 
position of this legislation. I think that is the status now. I hope 
we can get expeditious action on this and resolve this problem. 

Mr. Cox. We are very hopeful that can be done, too. I under- 
stand from the General Services Administration the property might 
be readvertised. We are willing to take our chances on that. T think 
perhaps Mr. Floete has some misguided information about, the true 
value of the property because of some activities that have been taken 
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on by some people a little bit to the west of us, but I do not think we 
need to enter that in to this hearing. 

Mr. Price. That is not the concern of this committee. 

Mr. Brecxer. Do I understand Mr. Cox’s interest in this matter 
that if you were able to acquire parcels 1 and 2, they would be in- 
dustrialized as fast as possible and it would produce so much more 
property tax to the State and the communities, and it also would 
provide employment for several thousand additional people ¢ 

Mr. Cox. That is right. 

Mr. Becker. That isthe gist of your testimony 4 

Mr. Cox. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Becker. Mr. Chairman, I would say it would benefit the State 
of Illinois and the people of the State of Illinois that rapid action on 
our part would facilitate the matter with GSA in order to give them 
a free hand to go ahead and dispose of the land so the State could get 
the benefit of that. 

Mr. Price. I hope we take expeditious action on the proposed legis- 
lation. Because of the position the GSA takes, I suppose it is 1m- 
portant, although the committee did ask the GSA to act without re- 
gard to this legislation. 

Mr. Becker. We could understand their reluctance, though, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Doyre. Mr. Cox, do I understand that you would have to ex- 
tend your railroad up through 4, 3, 1,24 

Mr. Cox. Incidentally, someone questioned whether this is an actual] 
railroad. The Santa Fe’s main line from Chicago bisects No. 4. 
We have a tentative commitment from the Army that if and when 
this is developed, they will grant an easement for trackage across 
this parcel, and in the bill—— 

Mr. Dorie. You are referring to parcel 8 or 4? 

Mr. Cox. I am referring to parcel 4. Our railroad bisects parcel 4. 
It comes in to parcel 4. T would say we cross Highway 66 about 1,000 
feet. south of parcel 3. We bisect parcel 4. We have a tentative 
commitment from the Army to grant an easement through this parcel 
if and when this is sold for industrial development. We got that 
before parcel 3 became part of the argument. 

GSA is reserving a right-of-way through parcel 3 for trackage 
to get to parcels 1 and 2. If we did not have a right-of-way, so far 
as we are concerned parcels 1 and 2 would have no value to us. 

Mr. Dorie. Parcel 3 would be a recreation area, and there would 
bea railroad approximately along its eastern border ? 

Mr. Cox. I would say 1,000 or 1,500 feet inside the border, that is 
right. . 

Mr. Dorie. So people going into that recreation area would have 
to cross the railroad. 

Mr. Cox. Would have to cross a switch track, actually. It would 
not be a main track railroad. 

Mr. Dorie. That would be true also of parcel 4? 

Mr. Cox. That is right. 

Mr. Doyte. You raised the point of the GSA’s demanding a guar- 
antee against damage to persons as a result of the red water area. 
Of course, I can understand you would not want to assume that. Do 
you know what the theory of the engineers of GSA was on those high 
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banks you referred to? You have no idea how high they might have 
to be against floods in that area ¢ 

Mr. Cox. I could not answer that question at all. We attempted to 
settle on what the high bank would be, whether it would be at eleva- 
tion 507 or elevation 510. I think probably you would have to go to 
flood records in order to establish high bank. That is the way our 
engineers looked at it. 

Mr. Doyix. This red water area, I take it from the testimony so far, 
is contiguous to the area which is proposed to be purchased by the 
State. So they would have to build an adequate fence, if possible, to 
exclude from the red water area people using the recreation area which 
is being purchased in No. 3, to keep the children and others who might 
be attracted to go into the red water area so far as possible out of the 
red water area, which isa declared hazard. 

Mr. Cox. That, Mr. Doyle, I think is one of the reasons why some 
of the people connected with recreation are so agreeable to accepting 
parcel 5. It would be my own personal feeling that the children or 
any picnicking or fishing, or that sort of thing, should take place in 
parcel 5. 

Mr. Dorie. The State is interested in acquiring 4, which is con- 
tiguous, which is a safe area so far as red water is concerned. 

Mr. Cox. I have no knowledge of that. 

Mr. Price. Thank you very much, Mr. Cox. 

Mr. Cox. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Price. The next witness will be Mr. Albert A. Krzywonos, 
subdistrict director, United Steelworkers of America, AFL-CIO, 
Joliet, Ll. 

Mr. Krox. He had to return home. He would like to enter a state- 
ment which will be in the hands of your counsel. 

Mr. Keiiener. I do not have it now. It has not been supplied yet. 

Mr. Kecx. It has not. 

Mr. Price. Do you know offhand the basis of the statement ¢ 

Mr. Keck. I am not quite sure. 

Mr. Price. Do you know whether or not it favors or opposes the 
Senate bill? 

Mr. Keck. I think it would support the bill. 

Mr. Keviener. I have no indication whatsoever from them. 

Mr. Price. Without objection, the statement when it is available 
will be included in the record. Thank you very much, 

The next witness will be Mr. James R. Keck, executive vice presi- 
dent, Joliet Association of Commerce. Mr. Keck. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES R. KECK, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, 
JOLIET ASSOCIATION OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Norsiap. How far away is Joliet from this particular property ? 

Mr. Keck. It is 10 miles from the center of downtown to the prop- 
erty. Itisin Will County. 

I do appreciate the opportunity to appear. I, too, do not have a 
prepared statement because of some misunderstanding as to the con- 
tents of the bill as amended and being heard today. 

Our primary interest in testifying on this bill was in connection, 
too, with sections 1 and 2 for industrial purposes. However, I under- 








stand t 
only t 
aspect: 
As § 
recreal 
on in 
matte! 
indica 
lose ™ 
this CC 
releas 
legisl: 
Sec 
impr 
until 
Yes 
Senat 
vestel 
and t 
week: 
direc 
as Weé 
their 
been 
of se 
SYS, 
L501 
is mm 
woul 
or ag 
It 
mist 
Con 
of t! 
cons 
here 
stat 
sig] 
\ 
tol 
\ 
pos 
and 
vol 
to 
wo 
tio 


nes 
Wi 
cal 
wi 








he 


ne 


or 
In 





5921 


stand this is not germane to the hearing, so I will direct my remarks 
only to our organization’s position on the recreation and conservation 
aspects and the lands involved. 

As an organization we, and I as an individual, are interested in 
yecreation. We realize that recreation has an aspect and an influence 
on industrial development in the area. We would like to see this 
matter resolved as quickly as possible for two reasons. As previously 
indicated, we have lost two industries and will continue perhaps to 
lose more industries unless the controversy is settled. We appreciate 
this committee’s assistance or direction in trying to get the GSA to 
release sections 1 and 2, since they are no longer really involved in 
legislative action. 

Secondly, the conservation department is held up and can make no 
improvement or proceed with their recreational conservation program 
until the matter is resolved. 

Yesterday, we were quite surprised to learn of the provisions of 
Senate bill 747, as amended. Others with whom I have talked since 
yesterday learned for the first time that section 4 would be transferred 
and taken from the Army. It has been our understanding for many 
weeks, after meetings with Governor Stratton, Mr. Glen Palmer, 
director of the Department of Conservation of the State of Illinois, 
as well as members of the House of Representatives, the Senate and 
their staff members, an agreement and a general understanding had 
been reached. The bill or revised bill would provide (1) for the sale 
of section 3, approximately 946 acres, to the State of Illinois for 
$286,638. Secondly, the Government would transfer approximately 
1,500 acres of land without consideration to the State of Ilinois. This 
is indicated as section No. 5. Third, the section marked “section 4” 
would be provided by the Army for use by the sportsmen as indicated 
oragreed by the Army. 

It appeared yesterday that there were other forces, or some other 
misunderstandings had taken place. As you know, Senator Douglas, 
Congressman Church, and Congressman O'Hara testified in favor 
of the present amended bill. I talked this morning to the director of 
conservation, Mr. Palmer, and he assured me that he would have been 
here had he known of the provisions of the amended S. 747. He 
stated and assured me that the Governor had sent the telegram and 
signed both of their names—— 

Mr. Price. I might say, Mr. Palmer called me this morning and 
told me substantially the same thing that you have said. 

Mr. Keck. Right. He stated they were very agreeable to the dis- 
position of the property, that they would like to have seen sections 3 
and 4, but after many months of discussions with all the persons in- 
volved, it appears that the wisest, most expeditous, and best solution 
to this problem right now would be to do as indicated, that section 3 
would be sold to the State, that section 5 be given without considera- 
tion, that the public would have the use of section 4. 

I am not an expert in the needs of the Army nor an expert in the 
needs of the sportsmen or conservation people. Being quite familiar 
with the area, however, I can foresee excellent use of section 5 for 
camping, picknicking, and other recreational areas, for family use, 
with the hunting sportsmen’s activities in sections 3 and 4. 
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We respectfully urge that this committee amend the bill to provide 
for the sale of section 3, the transfer of section 5, and the use of sec- 
tion 4 as indicated by the Army. 

That concludes my statement. 

Mr. Price. Does that conclude your statement ? 

Mr. Keck. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Price. Are there any questions, Mr. Lankford ? 

Mr. Lanxrorp. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Price. Do you have any questions, Mr. Doyle? 

Mr. Dorie. No questions. 

Mr. Price. Mr. Norblad, do you have any questions ? 

Mr. Norexap. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Price. Mr. Byrne, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Byrne. No questions. 

Mr. Price. Thank you very much, Mr. Keck. 

Mr. Keck. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Price. I am sorry that there was probably not enough infor- 
mation which got back to the interested parties as to just exactly what 

ras contained in this bill, except it has been lying here for some time 
and I think we did our best to determine what the suggested changes 
were. I know we have written to dozens of people who did express 
interest in it. 

Mr. Kecx. We appreciate this opportunity to appear and we appre- 
ciate your interest in this bill. 

Mr. Price. As I told Mr. Cox, the committee also felt. the urgency 
of turning loose parts of 1 and 2 so they could be disposed of and the 
planf or industrialization could go forward. But, it is probably wise 
for the General Services Administration to want the whole matter 
settled before they complete the disposal. 

Mr. Keck. I can understand their viewpoint too. 

Mr. Price. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Kecrx. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Price. I understand that Mrs. Dorothy G. O’Brien, a resident 
of Des Plaines in De Kalb County would like to make a statement to 
the committee. 

Mrs. O’Brien, would you please come forward and give your full 
name to the reporter and we shall be pleased to have a statement from 
you. 


STATEMENT OF DOROTHY G. O’BRIEN, DE KALB, ILL. 


Mrs. O’Brien. Mr. Chairman, my name is Dorothy G. O’Brien. I 
reside at Route 2, De Kalb, Ill., and I want to thank you and the 
other members of this subcommittee for the opportunity of appear- 
ing before you today to give my views on S. 747, a bill to provide for 
the conveyance of excess lands to the State of Illinois for public 
recreational uses and known as the Des Plaines Wildlife Area. 

To provide you with an understanding of my qualifications to pre- 
sent my views on this important bill, I would like to say that I have 
lived in northern Illinois all of my life. I have operated a farm, I am 
a registered nurse, and I am interested in good conservation prac- 
tices. I have always lived in general close proximity to the Des 
Plaines Wildlife Area. During 1958 I was a Democratic candidate 
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for Congress of the 15th district which comprises De Kalb, Grundy, 
Will, Kendall, LaSalle, and Boone Counties; the area of location of 
the proposed park is in Will County. 

| have traveled all of this area extensively, talked with many of 
the sportsmen’s clubs and those interested in conservation of both land 
and wildlife, and want to impress upon the committee the need for 
prompt passage of S. 747. I want to express at this point that in 
your considerations of this bill, you should consider seriously the 
nee ds of an expanding northern Illinois population in excess of 5 mil- 
lion people at the present time and one which is growing industrially 
and populationwise. The needs for public rec reational facilities for 
this growing population are very evident. 

The interest in this bill is very keen in Illinois. The Illinois Fed- 
eration of Sportsmen’s Clubs comprise an organization of over 40,000 
members, and the Will County Sportsmen's Club has a membership 
n excess of 5,000. I want to endorse the statements made by each of 
them, and urge the committee to provide an area both adequate in 
size, contiguous in location, and sufficiently convenient to the pop- 
lation to permit the wide use of this area that will come about. 

Thank you for permitting me to be here today. 

Mr. Price. Thank you very much, Mrs. O’Brien for your very fine 
statement. 

Are there any questions ? 

(No response. ) 

Thank you very much. 

Mrs. O’Brien. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Norsiap. Just out of curiosity, who is the Member of Congress 
who represents this area ? 

Mrs. O’Brren. Mr. Mason. 

Mr. Norsiap. Thank you. 

Mr. Price. Are theré any other witnesses who desire to be heard 
before we close the public hearing ? 

Mr. Kevtieuer. Mr. Chairman, Mr. C. R. Gutermuth would like to 
be heard. 

Mr. Price. Mr. Gutermuth, if you would like to come forward and 
give your full name and your association to the reporter, we shall be 
pleased to hear from you. 


STATEMENT OF C. R. GUTERMUTH, VICE PRESIDENT, WILDLIFE 
MANAGEMENT INSTITUTE, WIRE BUILDING, WASHINGTON, 
D.C. 


Mr. Gurermurn. Mr. Chairman, I am C. R. Gutermuth, vice presi- 
dent of the Wildlife Management Institute. 

Mr. Pricer. I did not see you come in, Mr. Gutermuth, or I would 
have recognized you. 

Mr. GurermutH. Well, I was here yesterday but was delayed this 
morning. 

I have copies of my statement, sir. 

If I may have this statement entered in the record as though it 
were given, Mr. Chairman, I would like to comment on some of the 
remarks which were made here yesterday. 
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Mr. Price. Without objection, the statement will be included in 
the record. 

Mr. GurermutH. Thank you, sir. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF C. R. GUTERMUTH, VICE PRESIDENT, WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT 
INSTITUTE, WASHINGTON, D.C, 


Mr. Chairman, i am C. R. Gutermuth, vice president of the Wildlife Manage- 
ment Institute, which is one of the older national conservation organizations in 
the country. Its program has been devoted to the management of natural re- 
sources in the public interest since 1911. 

The legislative history of S. 747 makes clear the urgent need and widespread 
public support for cortinuing the State of Illinois’ Des Plaines recreation and 
wildlife conservation project. The Illinois Department of Conservation has 
developed, maintained, and operated the Des Plaines project on a modest por- 
tion of the Joliet Arsenal property under Army permit for more than a decade. 
Des Plaines is one of eight public hunting areas operated by the Department 
of Conservation and is the largest and most popular in northern Illinois. It 
also is used extensively by dog-training groups and field trials are scheduled 
there regularly. Faciiities have been constructed and improved for the rearing 
of game birds. The area likewise provides refuge grounds with developed lakes 
for migratory waterfowl] 

The Army reported 3,525 acres of the Joliet Arsenal to be in excess to its needs 
in 1958, including 2,414 acres of the recreation and public hunting area under 
permit to the Illinois department. The Army Corps of Engineers and the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service endorsed the department’s application for the lands 
to the General Services Administration that same year. 

In the Senate hearing on S. 747, in both the committee’s investigation and report 
and the Senate’s unanimous approval, they developed not only the desirability 
and need for continuing the Des Plaines recreation area, but precisely what lands 
it should occupy. S. 747, then, seeks to hold some of the available land for 
recreation and wildlife conservation purposes. It is the sincere hope of the 
conservationists that this will be accomplished now. 

As adopted by the Senate, S. 747 specifies that the General Services Admin- 
istration shall convey parcel No. 3, comprising 946 acres, to the State of Illinois 
for $286,638. Contingent on the purchase would be the conveyance without cost 
to the State of parcel No. 4, which comprises 1,500 acres and is situated immedi- 
ately south of and contiguous with parcel No. 3. This arrangement would provide 
the State with 2,446 acres in a single block. 

The Army suggested to the Senate committee that another block, tract No. 5, 
of about 1,500 acres, be conveyed to the State rather than parcel No. 4. The 
Army also indicated that it is willing to let the State use parcel No. 4 for wildlife 
and recreation purposes under permit. It states, in addition, that the land was 
required for its reserve training program and that it would be needed on all 
weekends of the year, with the exception of the period during the regular Illinois 
hunting season for pheasants. 

The Senate rejected the Army’s proposal because tract No. 5 was not contiguous 
with parcel No. 3 and that it “is said by persons concerned with conservation 
matters to be unsuitable for wildlife and conservation purposes.” 

Senator Dirksen used these words to describe S. 747 on the Senate floor: 
“So when we got it all spelled out. What we had was a package which received 
the approval of the GSA. It has the approval of the Director of Conservation. 
It has the approval of the committee. It has the approval of the Governor. It 
has my approval. It has the approval of the senior Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
Douglas). So all interests and all causes will be served.” 

The Army’s proposal has stimulated some confusion and misunderstanding in 
Illinois. Some sportsmen’s groups, which vigorously supported S. 747, as passed 
by the Senate, subsequently have indicated endorsement of the Army’s proposal. 
Some who have done so have informed me that such action was taken because 
they were told there was a veto threat should S. 747 be enacted as passed by the 
Senate, Leaders of these sportmen’s groups question this action that was taken 
under nisapprehension because they still think that the contiguous parcels 3 
and 4 ire more preferable than the widely separated areas suggested by the 
Army. The action of those sportsmen’s groups clearly was taken in the vain 
hope of spurring favorable disposition of the Des Plaines matter during the first 
session of the Congress. 
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Conservationists support S. 747, as passed by the Senate, because it is believed 
that the State can manage and operate the recreation and public shooting ground 
more easily as a single unit. There also is apprehension that the Army at some 
future time might find parcel No. 4 excess to its needs and that the 1,500-acre 
tract might be devoted to a use inimical to recreation purposes. That would 
leave the Illinois conservation department with two, relatively small, isolated 
tracts, and the difficulties and increased expenses of administration, operation, 
and maintenance are immediately apparent. 

Many persons find little comfort in the Army’s need for weekend use of parcel 
No. 4 for reserve training. That is the time that the public surges into the woods 
and the fields in search of recreational opportunity. Some Members of Congress 
have questioned the Army’s need for the 1,500 acres for training purposes and 
make the point that the arsenal grounds still will contain some 32,000 acres that 
should meet all of the needs. 

It is not unrecognized, however, that the Army plan would provide about 1,375 
more acres for public hunting and recreation than originally contemplated. 
What makes the proposal unattractive, however, is the proposed weekend re- 
striction of public recreation and the faint assurance that the State’s use permit 
would carry into the future. 

For these reasons, the committee is urged to give S. 747 favorable consideration. 
If, however, recent development of which we may be unaware convince the 
committee of the soundness of the Army’s proposal, then there is little to preclude 
amendment of the bill. 

This important matter needs to be settled this year. Should such amendment 
be contemplated, we strongly urge the committee to consider writing into the bill 
or its legislative history a clear statement that it is the intent of the Congress 
that the conservation department of the State of Illinois be given first opportunity 
to obtain parcel No. 4 if and when the Army ever should decide that the 1,500- 
acre tract is excess to its needs. 

Mr. GutermutH. There was comment yesterday concerning Senator 
Dirksen’s position. In my statement, on page 2, I refer to his com- 
ments on the Senate floor, and I wish to read them here. 

He says—Senator Dirksen used these words to describe S. 747 on 
the Senate floor : 

So when we got it all spelled out, what we had was a package which received 
the approval of the GSA. It has the approval of the Director of Conservation. 
It has the approval of the committee. It has the approval of the Governor. 
It has my approval. It has the approval of the senior Senator from Illinois 
(Mr. Douglas). So all interests and all causes will be served. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, we definitely hope that the people of Illinois 
and of the United States are going to get favorable action on this 
legislation before adjournment, because we think that this land defi- 
nitely should be made available to the public. 

Mr. Price. Of what land are you speaking? They are suggesting 
several tracts. 

Mr. Norsiap. That was my point. 

Mr. GurermutH. We favor, and we think that the Senate bill is a 
very satisfactory compromise. We believe that it was worked out 
satisfactorily. We think that it is in the best public interest, just as 
it is, but if this committee cannot go along with that compromise, 
then we hope that this committee will find “the best solution that is 
accepable that will make this land available. 

Mr. Price. I think, Mr. Gutermuth, it might be proper to throw 
things right out on the table and see where we stand on what the sit- 
uation 1s. 

I think if we took a vote of the committee, without any extenuating 
circumstances, they would go along with the Senate bill. But, they 
have been advised by the Dep: wrtment of the Ar my and by the Depart- 
ment of Defense that the Army considers that it has a military re- 





quirement for tract 4, and in the light of that requirement, that they 
could not approve declaring tract 4 surplus. 

Then, they offer in compromise the tract 5 (A) and (B), controlled 
by the General Services Administration and used by the Army. 

We find ourselves in this position: If the Army feels this strongly 
about it, which I understand it does, and have been given to under- 
stand that they do, if they were requested a recommendation after the 
legislation passed the House and when it went to the President’s desk 
for approval or disapproval, it would appear to me that their recom- 
mendation might be adverse and then we would lose everything. 

Faced with that situation, what do you think is the proper course 
for the committee to follow ? 

Mr. Gutrermutu. Well, it is a quandary, and that is the reason 
that our statement is made provisional. In other words, we feel that 
something definite must come from this legislation, because we believe 
that it is terribly important that this land be made available. 

We have in the neighborhood of 6.5 million people in the Chicago 
area now. It is not going to be long until that population is going 
up to around 9 million. This area is only about 35 miles from Chi- 
cago. In addition to that, it is along an important thoroughfare— 
superhighway 66—which means that people from throughout the 
entire United States are going to use this area for rest purposes and 
for a certain amount of recreation. People are going to use it for rest 
stops in their travel. It is near the Indiana line and it certainly is 
going to be used by Hoosiers to a considerable extent. 

I am very familiar with the area. There are several things that 
disturb me, however. I cannot help but think that if Senator Dirksen 
and the Governor and the Department of Conservation of Illinois 
make a strong enough case that this legislation would be enacted and 
the bill would not be vetoed. It disturbs me to have the Army say 
that they cannot use the other 1,500-acre tract. 

Now, it is quite important, Mr. Chairman, that from the standpoint 
of development, management, and maintenance that the [linois De- 
partment have a consolidated area. They can manage and patrol 
such an area better. They can enforce the laws and can look after 
the tract much better. They can make it usable and more suitable 
for public use. When you divide such an area and when you have it 
split by a superhighway, the management problems, the cost problems, 
and all of those problems are multiplied. It makes the property ex- 
tremely difficult to manage. 

I listened to the testimony yesterday by the distinguished general 
and by my good friend, the Honorable Dewey Short, and they brought 
out the special attributes of the area that they want to retain. On the 
other hand, I noted they carefully avoided saying whether or not the 
other substitute area of equal size has those same attributes. 

In other words, I contend that they could do their military training 
just as well on this 1,400- or 1,500-acre tract as they could on the 
other. I contend that to have a separated area for their training 
would not be as much of a problem and would not be as much of a 
handicap as it would to have the Illinois Department of Conservation 
be obligated to try to operate and maintain and develop a segregated 
and separated area. 
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Now, to talk about size, when they end up, they still are going to 
have about 32,000 acres left in the Joliet Arsenal. I believe they can 
provide all of the training facilities that they need on the remaining 
32,000 acres. 

Keep in mind, 2,400 acres of this land has been under operation and 
in use by the Illinois Department of Conservation for 10 or 12 years. 
The State has had that land under use under a management program. 
One of the reasons—and I brought this out at the Senate hearing— 
that this land proved to be so v: aluable in my opinion is the fact that 
it was under use by the Illinois department for more than a score of 
years, and that they improved the roads, had put in water develop- 
ments on the area, had planted it and had made all kinds of perma- 
nent improvements. They spent considerable money, a lot more 
money than has been reflected in the record on the development of 
this area, I believe. 

Consequently, 1 think that all those improvements enhanced the 
value of it. When GSA turned a portion of this area over for indus- 
trial development, I think that the land value was enhanced and, 
therefore, 1 think that the Federal Government already has been 
partially compensated by the increased cost that it will receive when 
that original tract—the first tract—is sold for industrial purposes. 
So, the point is, we are contending that the Army could meet its train- 
ing requirements very well with “the rem: uining land that it has left. 

Now, I think it has been brought out clearly that there are no devel- 
opments of any kind on this property [indicating]. There are no 
permanent. developments on any of it. Whether they use this partic- 
ular tract [indicating] or this particular tract [indicating] really 
makes little difference. I am familiar with this land, I know the 
Kankakee region well. I was the director of the Indiana department 
years ago. 

Mr. Price. Did you hear the description of tract 5 ¢ 

Mr. GutTerMvuTH. Yes. 

Mr. Price. That is, the description which was made yesterday / 

Mr. GurermMutn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Price. You agree with that description of the tract? 

Mr. Gurermutnu. Yes, sir. I think that their description is fairly 
accurate. There is only one thing: They tried to point to great 
attributes in tract 4 that they do not seem to see in tract 5. I person- 
ally do not see those differences. They, in other words, said that this 
particular piece of property here, known as No. 4, is much more 
desirable for training purposes, but they failed to say anything about 
the desirability of this substitute tract over here for training purposes. 

Mr. Price. Well, they did elaborate and the department said tract 
4—and I am putting this out for you to advance your knowledge of 
the two tracts—they did say tract No. 4 was desirable because it was 
heavily wooded and it had streams running through it and it has a 
certain trail that lends itself admirably for milit: ary maneuvers and 
for field operations; whereas, tract 5 was more of a ate area, with 
little wooded or very few wooded areas, and no water or no streams. 

Mr. Gurermutu. Well, that may be right, Mr. Price. I am not 
going to set myself up as a military expert or to say what they actually 
need for training purposes, but when they said that this tract 4 is so 
much more desirable over and above that which you find on this 








5928 


comparable tract [indicating] which is only a mile or a mile and a 
quarter away, I just do not see those great differences myself. 

Mr. Price. Unless we all pretty well understand what the situation 
is now—and I think all of us, at least, are in sympathy with the sports- 
men and the State departments to have the continuous tracts—they 
have a different problem to face as to what they will do from that 
standpoint. 

In your reference to the debate at the time the bill was under con- 
sideration in the Senate, and with reference to Senator Dirksen’s 
statements, that debate, however, was held last year, or last August. 
Since that time the position of the Army has been made known at 
least more forcefully to the Congress than it was at the time that 
debate took place. While there was complete unanimity of opinion 
at the time of the debate in the Senate, when the Army’s position 
became known, then there were contacts made with State officials, 
and while they did maintain that both tracts 3 and 4 were certainly a 
more desirable plan and one which they wished they could have and 
which could be improved. 

The State itself has come to the conclusion that they cannot get it, 
and rather than risk the loss of the project in its entirety, they are 
amenable to the compromise and that, of course, includes Senator 
Dirksen. As a matter of fact, he was the one who advised the State 
officials of the Army’s —— compromise. 

Without objection, the letter which we have received for the record 
from Senator Dirksen’s office will be made a part of the record at this 
point. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 

U.S. SENATE, 
MINORITY LEADER, 
February 18, 1960. 
Hon. WILLIAM G. STRATTON, 
Governor, State of Illinois, 
Springfield, Il. 

DEAR GOVERNOR: After a conference with Army officials on Wednesday after- 
noon they advised that they deemed it essential to the Army’s Reserve training 
program, conducted principally for residents of the Chicago area, that the 
Army retain the 1,500 acres of land in the Des Plaines Wildlife Refuge area 
which 8S. 747 would transfer to the State of Illinois, and that it would strongly 
urge a veto for any legislation passed by Congress which included a conveyance 
of this tract. 

I explored with them the alternatives for obtaining for the State of Illinois 
an area close to Chicago which would be suitable for conservation and wildlife 
purposes. I am now assured that the Army will assent to legislation along 
the line which I proposed in my testimony before the Senate Committee on 
Government Operations when the Senate bill was under consideration. 

I urged and, in fact, formalized a proposal in what was referred to as the 
Dirksen amendment that two parcels of land along the Des Plaines River would 
be sold by General Services Administration at public sale for commercial de- 
velopment ; secondly, after the conference which you and I had on this matter, 
that the State be permitted to purchase about 842 acres at an agreed price and 
that the Federal Government then grant to the State without compensation an 
additional tract for conservation purposes, which is customarily referred to as 
tract 5. 

I am advised also that the chairman of the Armed Services Committee of the 
House of Representatives and Representative Leslie Arends, the ranking Re- 
publican on that committee from the State of Illinois, will urge the approval of 
legislation which would carry out this program. 

The tract which the Army would convey to the State of Illinois for conserva- 


tion purposes contains about 1,230 acres and this would be a grant without 
compensation. 
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In addition, the Army has assured me that it would permit the State to use 
the adjacent 1,500-acre tract at all times when it is not necessary for training 
exercises which are conducted usually on weekends and will permit the use of 
this property by the State for weekend hunting during the pheasant season. 

I know how deeply you and the director of conservation are interested in this 
matter and likewise the various sportsmen’s groups in the State. I have, there- 
fore, undertaken to pursue a course that would achieve maximum conservation 
and recreation benefits for the sportsmen of the State and at the same time do 
nothing that would invite a veto for this legislation when it is approved by the 
Congress and submitted to the President for approval, because a veto could 
terminate all our hopes for this session after so much work has been done on 
this project. We have nursed it along for more than 3 years and I want to see 
this consummated as soon as possible. 

I send this information to you in some detail because you may encounter ques- 
tions on this subject, and you are free to make public the entire content of this 
letter. 

May I at this time also express to you my appreciation for your earnest and 
continuing cooperation on this matter in the interest of conservation, wildlife, 
and recreation. 

With every good wish, 
Everett MCKINLEY DIRKSEN. 

Mr. Price. That, in effect, is the State position, that certainly the 
original plan of the State’s purchase of tract 3 and the grant of tract 4 
was more desirable. They wished that they could have it. Lam speak- 
ing substantively as to what I know the State position to be. They 
would like to have that. However, they have practically resigned 
themselves to the position that they will not be able to get that pac kage. 
Therefore, they are agreeable to taking the other pac ckage. 

Mr. Gurermoutn. | ‘brought that out in my statement, that the local 
conservation organizations in the State have supported this so-called 
latest compromise just because they feel that that is the only thing they 
can get. 

Mr. Price. That is right. What position—— 

Mr. Gurermutu. Apparently that is the position of a lot of others. 
I, of course, will have to be content like everyone else, if that is all 
we can get for the people. But, the fact still remains that I know this 
area very well. I am a former Hoosier; was in the Indiana Depart- 
ment of C onservation for a score of years; and know the Kankakee 
area and Calumet region well. I have a comprehensive understanding 
of the demands of the people of that area, and when I listened to the 
small use that has been made of this 1,500-acre tract in recent months 
by the military, all I can say is that in my humble opinion, gentlemen, 
the demands of 9 million people i in the future ought to be given a lot 
more consideration than just merely satisfying some whims and 
fancies in meeting small military training needs. 

Now, we have those other great military areas that have been men- 
tioned by the distinguished members of this committee here yesterday, 
the Great Lakes, Camp Sheridan, and those other tracts. I do not 
think that we have too seriously handicapped our military training 
program in this country. But, we still have other things that must 
be looked after also that are terribly important for the overall stand- 
point and long term good of the general public. When you consider 
and they so testified yesterd: iy—the Department of the Army indicated 
that it started just a few months ago to go into intensive train- 
ing on that 1,400-acre tract, but up until that time it obviously was 
not needed. The security of this great Nation of ours was all right 
up until that time apparently, but now they have found this area to 
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be vital. The big question is then, Shall they be using this 1,400-acre 
tract for military training purposes on a part-time basis, or should 
it be this tract here | indicating] / 

I contend that for the good of the vast majority of people, and for 
the development of a real recreational program, we should have an 
integrated area where the State of Hlinois can manage it in the public 
interest. The fact that they would be using a slightly separated 
area over here across that big superhighway for part-time military 
training it looks to me like they could meet their requirements there. 

With that, I will have to conclude my statement and I want to 
thank this committee very much, because this is an important problem. 

Mr. Price. What would be the effect of the use in the recreational 
areas or hunting areas of the separation of the two tracts? 

Mr. Gurermutn. I can conceive that it would be very difficult. Of 
course, the Illinois department director, Mr. Palmer, apparently feels 
that they can get along with this new compromise area. Well, again, 
it is a question of merely getting along with it. Now, an awful lot 
of State money has been put into the development and improvements 
of those original tracts, and those improvements already are there. 
Certainly, commonsense dictates that they could manage that con- 
solidated area much better and they would not have a job of se paration, 
a job of separation of enforcement people to enforce the game laws and 
that sort of thing. The enforcement people would not have to be 
constantly and continuously going back across the big highway. They 
would not have to be running from one area to the other. I do not 
think that it actually would require two people but, certainly, it 
would complicate matters. The point is that since the Joliet Arsenal 
is still going to end up with more than 32,000 acres, it looks to me as 
though ‘they ‘could meet their tr aining program on the remaining 32,000 
acres. 

I cannot help but think that inasmuch as they Jet the State of Illinois 
use this land under their own approved and agreed to leasing pro- 
gram for 10 or 12 years now—it has been going ‘for 10 or 12 years—|] 
do not see why the Senate bill plan cannot be permitted. 

Mr. Doytr. Basically, I do not think I disagree with this witness 
and the position he takes, but it does present a problem, because the 
State authorities apparently OK'd this compromise. 

Mr. Gurermvurn. That is right. 

Mr. Doyie. And, after all, it is in the State of Illinois, even though 
it is Federal property. 

I wish to say this, though, to my distinguished committee chairman 
and colleagues: I am not very much impressed with the showing by 
the military of substantial use yet. I am not convinced that they 
have presented a substantial enough justification for taking this area 
now for military training for this comparatively limited number of 
military personnel. I am aware of the testimony by the gentlemen 
coming from the military of the need of this area which has only 
developed within the last year. That. is an effort to explain why they 
have not used it before to any extent. In fact, they never kept a 
record and they have never had any use of it until the last year, 
according to their t testimony. 

I want this witness to understand, though, that when the military 
says that they need an area for military needs, that I am’ inclined _to to 
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take their conclusions, because our national defense is more important 
than almost anything else, and I am in that position. However, if I 
vote for this compromise, it will be with hesitation and not very much 
pleasure or not very much satisfaction or, shall I withdraw that and 
say with the understanding that I am not “convinced that the military 
has made a substantial showing of the need of the continued use of 
this area. Their need may change, because it has changed within 
the last year or two, 

I want to suggest this: I believe that the need of 8 million, 9 million 
1 10 million people for adequate recreation facilities is such in this 
area that unless the military can show a substantial use of this land 
and a continuing substantial use, and probably an increasing use, and 
a very substanital increasing use, someone ought to take another look 
at it. And, unless the military <« can prove that they absolutely need 
this more substantially than I think they do at the present, the inter- 
ested parties ought to take a look at it and see if the needs of 8 million, 
9 million, and 10 million people in this area for active recreation use 
is not more important than what appears to me is a very limited mil- 
itary use today. Yet, I recognize that taking the military testumony 
at. 100 percent value, they need it now. 

Mr. Gurermuru. I think your attitude concerning the inadequate 
showing on the part of the military of the real need for this area is 
exactly that of the Senate committee and the Members of the Senate 
when they considered this matter. 

I heard it said here yesterday that the Army had not been invited 
to those previous hearings. 

Mr. Dorie. That is right. 

Mr. Gurermutrn. And that their views had not been considered. 
That, to me, is inconceivable. They had plenty opportunity. They 
knew what was going on in those hearings. They knew what was 
going on, and that. coriferences were being held between Members of 
the Senate and Mr. Floete’s office. Actually, the Army’s views were 
expressed in those committee meetings. 

I ended up and concluded my statement by saying that we hope— 
and I think this is important in connection with your comment— 
that. there is a clear showing in the legislative history of this bill, that 
when and if it is determined by the military that parcel No, 4 is no 
longer needed for military purposes, that this 1,500-acre tract will 
be made available to the Lhnois Department of Conservation. 

Mr. Price. Isthat a suggestion now / 

Mr. Gurermutra. That is my suggestion and it is contained here in 
the conclusion of my prepared statement—that this be made a part 
of the legislative history of this legislation by both this committee 
and by the Congress. 

Mr. Price. I do not imagine the Army would object to anything 
like that. 

Mr. Gurermutri. No, it certainly would not. I do not see how the 
Army could object, if it isthrough with the property. 

There is one thing that disturbs me, and then I will definitely con- 
clude, Mr. Chairman: When the original tracts totaling about 1,500 
acres were declared surplus, and bids were let by GS.A, and they took 
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industrial bids on the area, and are now proposing to sell it, well, I 
cannot help but say one thing in that conneetion and that, is this: 
You have miles of private land up and down both sides of that river 
that are just as suitable for industrial purposes as that particular 
tract. According to the original legislation that was introduced in 
the Congress, those original tracts which subsequently have been 
made available—and I do not know whether they have been sold 
yet or not for industrial purposes—but those original tracts had been 
used, as I said before, for 10 or 12 years by the Illinois department, 
and I still contend that we are being sort of penny foolish when we 
offer that land for industrial sale when it had been used for public 
purposes all of these years. I think that was a serious mistake. 

Mr. Doytx. May I say something else ? 

Mr. Price. Surely. 

Mr. Norsiap. May I say that I thoroughly concur in the views of 
Mr. Doyle which were expressed a minute ago. I think he is abso- 
lutely dead-right, and I would like those views to represent my 
feelings. 

Mr. Doytx. I should say to my colleague from Oregon, Mr. Nor- 
blad, this: The offer has been made by ‘the distinguished Assistant 
Secretary of the Army, Mr. Short, and the rest of “the military men 
here of the joint use of this tract 4 by the Army and the civilian use. 
I think that is a very important consideration and I would hope that 
unless there is absolute necessity to protect classified operations or 
something similar, that there be no fences put around any part of 
tract 4 by the military. Certainly, that would defeat civilian use, 
and I would think it would be inconsistent. I am glad to see the 
Assistant Secretary shake his head kind of affirming my observation. 
However, that is my point. In other words, I would hope, and 1 
would expect, the military—because that is the consideration of this 
compromise—that there be joint use of this tract 4, with the military 
determination, however, that the absolute military needs be para- 
mount, and I recognize that. But, I certainly would not expect the 
military to in any way interfere with the maximum civilian use, 
consistent with military needs at all times. 

Mr. Gurermutu. I have great respect and admiration of Assistant 
Secretary Short. I have known him for many years and he is a very 
fair-minded person and he is conservation minded. I find myself 
in a difficult position on the opposite side of the fence from him on a 
matter of this kind. 

I also would like to say that if I thought we were impairing the 
military tarining program of the country in any respect, we would 
not be for this transfer at all. But, I still contend they can meet their 
military ee for this kind of a training program—perhaps, the 
substitute area would not be 1,000 percent as good as the other area, 
a after all, we also have the pressing needs and basic requirements 
of a rapidly mounting human population in one of the heaviest 
sedi ution concentration areas of the world to consider. Here then, 
we are talking about an area which has very meager recreation fa- 
cilities available for that vast number of people. This tract is only 
35 miles from the heart of that great area, let’s not forget that im- 
portant fact. 

Mr. Price. Thank you very much, Mr. Gutermuth. 
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Mr. Gurermurn. Thank you Chairman Price. 

Mr. Price. Are there any other statements to be included in the 
record ? 

Mr. Keiiener. Only one letter, Mr. Chairman, that I mentioned 
before from Mr. Robert M. Paul of the Sport Fishing Institute. He 
wishes that it be put in the record. 

Mr. Price. Without objection, it will be inserted in the record at 
this point. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 

Sport FIsHiIne INSTITUTE, 
Washington, D.C., May 11, 1960. 
Re S. 747. 
Hon. Cart VINSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, House Office Building, Washington, 
D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN VINSON: The Sport Fishing Institute wishes to go on 
record in support of S. 747, the bill which provides for the conveyance of lands 
at the Des Plaines Public Hunting and Refuge Area and the Joliet Arsenal to 
the State of Illinois, 

The value of this land for public use by the sportsmen of Illinois cannot be 
questioned. The amount of open space for all recreation uses in the Chicago 
metropolitan area is already critical. The worst shortage is land for fishing 
and hunting. 

The Illinois Department of Conservation has demonstrated its ability to man- 
age this area and we believe the State should be allowed to acquire the land 
it needs to meet future public demands. 

We hope your committee takes early and favorable action on S. 747. 

Sincerely, 
Rosert M. Pavur, Executive Secretary. 

Mr. Crapper. Mr. Chairman, I am Louis 8. Clapper, with the Na- 
tional Wildlife Federation, sir, and I have a brief statement on behalf 
of the State Wildlife Federatin of Illinois, the Illinois Federation 
of Sportsmen’s Clubs, which is an affiliate of our National Wildlife 
Federation. 

I would like to concur in the statement presented by the affiliate 
member, Mr. McClelland. 


Mr. Price. Thank you. 


STATEMENT OF LOUIS S. CLAPPER, ASSISTANT CONSERVATION 
DIRECTOR, NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 


Mr. Price. Your statement will be made a part of the record at 
this point. 
(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT PRESENTED BY LOUIS S. CLAPPER, ASSISTANT CONSERVATION DIRECTOR, 
NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION, WASHINGTON, D.C. 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I represent the National 
Wildlife Federation, a private nonprofit conservation organization with affiliates 
in 49 States and the District of Columbia. These affiliates are composed of 
more than 2 million individual sportsmen-conservationists. 

The National Wildlife Federation joins its affiliate, the Dlinois Federation 
of Sportsmen’s Clubs, and other conservation organizations in urging that favor- 
able consideration be given to S. 747, which would convey property at the Joliet 
Arsenal to the State of Illinois for conservation purposes. 

Other witnesses here today are prepared to outline specifics of the proposal. 
We would like to point to the great need for public recreation areas. 
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Mr. Chairman, the continuing rise of this Nation’s population is widely recog. 
nized. Perhaps not so well known are the facts of increased recreational de 
mands. An ever-increasing population with more leisure time and improved 
modes of transportation is turning more and more to outdoor recreations. This 
fact is readily borne out by mounting sales of hunting and fishing licenses, in- 
creased visitation to parks and forests, and by figures on tourism. In short, 
recreation has become “big business” even though its values cannot be reckoned 
by monetary considerations. At the same time, the public has made ever-increas- 
ing demands for real estate for such purposes as housing subdivisions, airports, 
roads, industrial sites, etc. The cumulative result has been a shrinking of out- 
door recreational opportunities at a time when demands are growing. Thus, it 
becomes imperative that every suitable area be considered for the public recrea- 
tional opportunity it may afford. 

The property under question today is typical, in many ways, of the aggravated 
situation. No other suitable property is available in the entire northeastern 
portion of Illinois for the type of recreational development presented in the Des 
Plaines Wildlife and Public Hunting Area. In this heavily populated region, 
widespread use of the area for such recreations as hunting, fishing, boating, 
picnicking, camping, etc., provide an essential, although intangible, benefit for the 
public which far outweighs monetary importance. 

There is no ready replacement for wildlife and recreation lands once they 
are gone. It is a biological fact that wildlife habitat cannot be moved at will 
from a natural area that has been managed for wildlife and recreation purposes 
to an unnatural area. 

This area, because of its natural character and strategic location, meets many 
of the year-round needs of migratory waterfowl and other wildlife. We are con- 
fident that as this area is further developed for wildlife and recreation purposes 
by the Illinois Department of Conservation, and outdoor recreational demands 
from Chicago and other nearby population centers continue to increase, its value 
to the people of Illinois will be realized even more fully today. 

In summary, Mr. Chairman, we urge the favorable adoption of the principles 
of S. 747, as explained by Mr. McClelland. 

Thank you for the opportunity of appearing here today. 


Mr. Price. What, definitely, is the position of the National Wildlife 
Federation as to this matter? 

Mr. Crapper. We support the position expressed by Mr. McClel- 
land with reference to the sale of tracts 3 and 5 and joint use of 4. 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Clapper. 

I believe Secretary Short desires to make an additional state- 
ment. 


STATEMENT OF HON. DEWEY SHORT, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF 
DEFENSE 


Mr. Suorr. Mr. Chairman, may I say one word? TI am reluctant to 
intrude or trespass on your time. I have hoped that I might be here 
to hear all these witnesses today, because obviously they brought out 
some points and arguments of which I was not aware. 

I have just left the Senate committee. I have been tied up before 
Senator Stennis’ subcommittee on the MCA appropriation bill, which 
accounts for my delay in getting here. 

I want to thank you, and particularly the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia, whose views were so clearly and objectively expressed and 
concurred in by the gentleman from Oregon, Mr. Norblad. 

We have to face these difficult decisions, unpleasant as they are, 
and often do things we do not like to do. But, I think T concur, 
certainly, as far as the attitude of the gentleman from California is 
concerned. I know that this committee knows its primary duties and 
that it will look at all sides of the question and resolve it to your 
best ability. 
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However, just bear in mind that the Army does own this land. 
We are not asking anyone to give us anything. We bought it and 
paid for it, and we bought it not for recreational purposes. We 
bought it for defense, and as long as we feel we need it, we will hold 
onto it. The minute we do not need it, of course, we will declare it 
excess, just as we closed Fort Gordon in Georgia, Fort Crowder in 
my district, as we are closing San Jacinto, as we closed Fort Polk and 
Murphy General Hospital, and Army-Navy hospital. We are doing 
that. We want to save the taxpayers money. We have discussed 
some of these things before the Senate committee and have suggested, 
as you gentlemen in the Congress, with the interest of all the taxpayers 
at heart, we are going to try to get along with minimum requirements 
and dispose of any excess and get back some of the money that the 
taxpayers have paid to do what we think is best for the overall good. 

Mr. Price. I believe Mr. Byrne has a question. 

Mr. Byrne. How much do you estimate the Government paid the 
State of Illinois for this piece of land? Did you state yesterday what 
the Government paid for this piece of land 4 

Mr. Suorr. I do not think I gave that information. 

Mr. Byrne. Well, was it purchased from a private owner? 

Mr. Kevtener. From many private owners. 

Mr. Snorr. We are getting $176,000 a year for the land we are 
leasing for grazing purposes. Of course, this being a standby ord- 
nance plant we have got to have a safety area if the balloon goes up 
and they have to start working there. That is the reason we purchased 
this. 

Mr. Kevtiener. Mr. Short, on that subject, have you any idea, or 
could you supply for the record, the part of the money being obtained 
from leases there which would be applicable to part B of tract No. 54 

Mr. Suorr. I do not have that broken down. 

Mr. Pearn. We havé the number of leases. 

Mr. Ketiener. Do you have the amount of money being received 
on this as a part of the whole ¢ 

Mr. Suorr. The part of the money that we are getting up in 5(B) ¢ 

Mr. Prearv. In tracts 5 we have eight agricultural and grazing leases 
that at the present time bring in an annual rental of $14,416 to the 
Government. 

Mr. Ketiuener. Thank you. 

Mr. Suorr. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Pricer. Thank you very much, gentlemen. We really appre- 
ciate having you here. 

Mr. Snort. Off the reeord. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Price. Please insert Mr. Palmer’s letter and its enclosures at 
this point in the record. 

The subcommittee will now go into a short executive session. 

(Thereupon, at 12:10 p.m., the subcommittee went into executive 
session. ) 





5936 


STATE OF ILLINOIS, 
DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION, 
Springfield, May 12, 1960. 
Hon. MELVIN PRICE, 
House of Representatives, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN: I am attaching hereto copies of our request and offer 
directed to Mr. Franklin G. Floete, Administrator, General Services Administra- 
tion, Washington, D.C., regarding the Des Plaines area. 

As indicated in our various letters, telegrams, etc., the State of Illinois, 
department of conservation, has notified all interested parties that it is ready to 
purchase parcel 3 at the appraised price with the understanding that parcel 5 be 
turned over to the State of Illinois, department of conservation, without 
charge. An agreement with General Arnold, U.S. 5th Army, Chicago, Ill., gives 
the department permission to use parcel 4 as a public shooting area for the 
taking of pheasants during the open season in the fall and for field trial activi- 
ties, etc., during the remainder of the year when the Army is not using the 
area for maneuvers. Maps showing the above-mentioned parcels are enclosed, 

I trust this will clarify the position of the State of Illinois, department of 
conservation, in reference to Senate bill 747. 

On behalf of the sportsmen and outdoor organizations as well as the depart- 
ment of conservation, I wish to thank you for any support that can be extended. 

Sincerely yours, 
GLENN D. PAtMeEr, Director. 


FENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, 
PUBLIC BUILDINGS SERVICE, 
Washington, D.C., March 25, 1960. 
Mr. GLEN D. PALMER, 
Director, State Department of Conservation, 
Springfield, Ill. 

Deak Mr. PALMER: Thank you for the offer of February 19, 1960, for parcel 3, 
Joliet Arsenal, at a price of $303 per acre. 

You state that your purchase of this acreage would not be desirable unless 
the acreage covered by your application of January 27 is transferred to the 
State. 

The acreage covered by your January 27 application has not yet been re- 
ported to General Services Administration by the Department of the Army as 
excess property. At such time as this acreage is reported to us and the legis- 
lative situation is clarified we will correspond further with you. 

Sincerely yours, 
KARL BE. WALLACE, 
Commissioner, Public Buildings Service. 


FEBRUARY 19, 1960. 
Hon. FRANKLIN G. FLOETE, 
Administrator, General Services Administration, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Mr. FLOETE: On January 27, 1960, I filed in behalf of the State of 
Illinois Department of Conservation a request for the transfer of certain excess 
Government property described as a portion of the Joliet Ordnance Area. I 
would like to supplement that request by making a formal offer on behalf of 
the department to purchase the approximate 946 acres referred to as parcel 3 
of Federal property (a portion of the Joliet Arsenal Area) offered for sale in 
1959 by the General Services Administration. The State of Illinois has ap- 
propriated and is willing to pay the sum of $286,000 for this property that has 
been declared excess to the needs of the Federal Government. 

The purchase of this tract of land, of course, would not be desirable or meet 
the needs of the State of Illinois unless transfer of the additional acreage 
requested in my application of January 27 could be accomplished. 

The conservation interests in Illinois would benefit greatly if a combination 
purchase and transfer of the outlined acreages could be effected by your agency. 

Sincerely yours, 


Gen D. PatMer, Director. 
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APPLICATION FOR REAL PROPERTY FOR THE CONSERVATION OF WILDLIFE 


SPRINGFIELD, ILL., January 27, 1960. 
Hon. FRANKLIN G. FLOETE, 
Administrator, General Services Administration, 
Washington, D.C.: 

The State of Illinois Department of Conservation, acting by and through 
Glen D. Palmer, director, room 102, State Office Building, 400 South Spring 
Street, of the city of Springfield pursuant to the provisions of the act of Congress 
approved May 19, 1948 (Public Law 537, 80th Cong.) and to the rules and 
regulations issued thereunder, hereby expresses its intention to acquire from 
the United States of America the following described property described in 
detail in “Program of Utilization” attached hereto and made a part hereof 
as “exhibit A,” located at the installation identified as follows: 

The south half of the south half of section 18 excepting that part conveyed 
to the Chicago and Mississippi Railroad Co. (now known as the Chicago 
and Alton Railroad Co.) by the deed recorded June 28, 1853, as document 
16290 in book 30, page 440, in county recorder’s office; the south half of the 
south half of section 14; the fractional south haif of the south half of 
section 15 east of the Kankakee River, the north half of the south half of 
section 15 east of the Kankakee River and west of a public highway known 
as “Kankakee River Road”, and the fractional northwest quarter of said 
section 15 east of said Kankakee River and westerly of said “Kankakee 
River Road” running through said quarter section; the southwest fractional 
quarter of section 10 east of said Kankakee River and southwesterly of the 
highway known as “Kankakee River Road”; the fractional part of section 22 
located northerly and easterly of the Kankakee River; that part of section 
23 lying northerly of the aforesaid “‘Kankakee River Road” excepting the 
east half of the fractional southeast quarter of said section 23; the north 
half of section 24 lying west of the right-of-way of the aforementioned 
Chicago and Alton Railroad Co.; all in twonship 33 north, range 9 east of 
the third principal meridian, in Will County, IIL, and comprising 1,275.48 
acres, more or less: being subject to rights of public in certain highways 
running through the above described premises. 

It is understood the Government reserves the right, as its interest may require, 
to reject any and all requests, or part of any request for property contained in 
this application ; to waive defects, informalities, and irregularities: and to permit 
alteration of this applieation by the State by increasing or decreasing the 
property to be acquired herewith. 

Enclosed herewith, and identified as “exhibit B,” is a certification as to the 
authority of the undersigned to execute this application and to do all other acts 
necessary to consummate the transaction. 

The undersigned agrees that this application is made upon the further terms 
and conditions: 

1. Upon approval of this application, notice in writing of the extent of the 
property which may be transferred and of any boundary surveys which may be 
required to be performed at the expense of the transferee will be transmitted 
by the Government to the undersigned. 

2. Within 5 days from the receipt of such notice, the undersigned will elect 
to accept transfer of the property or to withdraw its application and will com- 
municate such election in writing to the responsible division at the above address. 

3. It is understood that property transferred as a result of this request will be 
subject to 

(a) Reservation by the United States of all oil, gas, mineral rights, and 
such other restrictions as might be deemed necessary in the interests of 
national defense: 

(b) The condition that the property shall continue to be used for wildlife 
conservation ; and 

(c) The condition that in the event the property transferred is no longer 
used for such purposes, or in the event the property is needed for national 
defense purposes, title thereto shall revert to the United States. 
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4. In support of its eligibility for transfer of the requested property the under- 
signed submits a proposal entitled “Program of Utilization” in an original and 
four copies which is attached hereto as exhibit A, which proposal is drawn in 
accordance with, and contains the information required by, “Instructions for 
Preparation of Applications for Real Property for the Conservation of Wildlife.” 

STATE OF ILLINOIS 
DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION, 
[SEAL] By GLEN LD. PALMER, Director. 
Witnesses : 
DOROTHY JONES. 
Rita C. Loespon. 


PROGRAM OF UTILIZATION 
REAL PROPERTY FOR THE CONSERVATION OF WILDLIFE 


Exhibit A of application dated January 27, 1960 

In accordance with the instructions pertaining to form 2137, the following 
data is submitted in support of our attached application : 

(a) State of Illinois Department of Conservation: Glen D. Palmer, director, 
room 102 State Office Building, 400 South Spring Street, Springfield, I. 

(b) and (c) The south half of the south half of section 13 excepting that part 
conveyed to the Chicago & Mississippi Railroad Co. (now known as the Chi- 
cago & Alton Railroad Co.) by the deed recorded June 28, 1853 as document 16290 
in book 30 page 440 in county recorder’s office; the south half of the south half 
of section 14; the fractional south half of the south half of section 15 east of 
the Kankakee River, the north half of the south half of section 15 east of the 
Kankakee River and west of a public highway known as “Kankakee River Road,” 
and the fractional northwest quarter of said section 15 east of said Kankakee 
River and westerly of said “Kankakee River Road” running through said quar- 
ter section ; the southwest fractional quarter of section 10 east of said Kankakee 
River and southwesterly of the highway known as “Kankakee River Road”: 
the fractional part of section 22 located northerly and easterly of the Kankakee 
River; that part of section 23 lying northerly of the aforesaid “Kankakee River 
Road” excepting the east half of the fractional southeast quarter of said 
section 23; the north half of section 24 lying west of the right-of-way of the 
aforementioned Chicago & Alton Railroad Co.; all in township 33 north range 
9 east of the third principal meridian, in Will County, Ill., and comprising 
1,275.48 acres, more or less; being subject to rights of public in certain highways 
running through the above described premises. 

Those acreages within the area that are cultivatable will be utilized for pro- 
ducing food and cover for wildlife populations. Grain produced on the area 
will not be offered for marketing but will be utilized for the feeding of game 
birds on the State of Illinois game farms and refuges. The department’s farm 
program will be conducted in close cooperation with the U.S. Soil Conserva- 
tion Service and will be consistent with the policies already in effect on other 
acreages of the Joliet Arsenal. Strip planting of various shrubs and vegeta- 
tion will be accomplished to increase wildlife habitat and to provide for 
productive managed public hunting program. 

There are no major buildings on the area and, in our opinion, the acreage 
requested for transfer is ideally suited for wildlife management purposes. 

(d) The department's utilization of the acreage requested for transfer would 
provide for the following wildlife considerations : 

1. All available acreage would be utilized annually under a managed public 
hunting program during the open season provided for the taking of wild- 
life. At all other seasons of the year, the area would be maintained as an 
inviolate sanctuary for the protection, feeding, and propagation of all 
species of wildlife, including migratory birds. The size of the area in ques- 
tion is particularly well suited for refuge effectiveness. 

2. The game management program for the area would include not only 
harvesting the crop of widlife produced on the area, but additional supple- 
mentary releases would be made to provide a maximum usage program for 
the area. Hunting would be by permit system and controlled for the benefit 
of the public. 
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3. The area would be utilized for the propagation of various species of 
wildlife, including wild turkeys, migratory waterfowl, ringneck pheasants 
and other species desirable for restocking activities in the State of Lllinois. 

t, Many portions of the area offer ideal research units that might be 
used for the study of various species of wildlife in the area. 

(ec) The wildlife usage program of the area is of great importance because of 
its geographical location and near proximity to the city of Chicago. There are 
but a few possible sites where wildlife can be maintained in the Chicago area and 
this tract offers great possibilities for the increase of wildlife populations, as 
well as to provide for managed public hunting. The State of Illinois does not 
possess an area of similar acreage in the near vicinity of this property. Its 
effectiveness for pubic utilization is greatly enhanced by its strategic location. 

(f) Inasmuch as this area is not of top agricultural quality and because of 
the fact that it is suitable for retention of water, we feel that this acreage is 
unusually adapted for wildlife refuge and managed public hunting purposes. 
It is our intention to greatly improve the area by proper planting of ideal wild- 
life habitat and to make the area more attractive to wildlife and to increase 
production and the volume of managed public hunting. The Department is 
properly staffed and is prepared to begin operations toward improving this 
public property for greater and more productive utilization. 

(g) Adequate financing is available from the funds within the game and fish 
fund of the State treasury and adequate appropriations are now available for 
development and maintenance of the property. Increased appropriations in 
the future would result from the acquisition of such a highly suited area for 
wildlife conservation purposes. 

(h) As explained in paragraph (g) sufficient funds are available from the 
game and fish fund to finance the project without any tax assessment on the 
general public. 

(i) The Department has previously submitted a rather complete brochure 
pertaining to what can be accomplished in improving portions of the Joliet 
Arsenal area for wildlife management purposes. It is our intention to develop 
the acreage requested for transfer in a similar manner to the provisions of the 
brechure pertaining to our original acquisition of acreages lying westerly of 
the present property in question. It is also the intent of the State of Illinois 
to purchase a portion of the land offered west of U.S. Route 66 and to utilize it 
in connection with the development of the area requested in this formal appli- 
eation. The area to be purchased is a portion of that included in our original 
application of May 2, 1947, which will in the near future be disposed of by the 
General Services Administration. 

(j) In conelusion of this statement, I hereby swear under oath that the State 
of Illinois Department of Conservation has the authority and is willing to accept 
the facilities herein applied for to be used chiefly for the conservation of 
wildlife, and we are capable and willing to utilize hunting and fishing license 
revenue for the development and maintenance of this 1,275.48 acres, more or 
less, as outlined in our formal application for transfer. 

GLEN D. PALMER, 
Director, Department of Conservation, State of Illinois. 


Exuisit B 


STATEMENT OF CERTIFICATION AS TO THE AUTHORITY OF THE UNDERSIGNED To 
EXECUTE THE ATTACHED APPLICATION FOR THE TRANSFER OF REAL PROPERTY FOR 
THE CONSERVATION OF WILDLIFE FRoM THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO THE 
STATE OF ILLINOIS DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION 


Authorization from the Federal level as provided under Public Law 537, 80th 
Congress, 2d session, paragraph 5111.15(c), “Orders and Regulations.” 
For wildlife purposes. 

(1) Authority.—The Department, when acting as a disposal agency, is 
authorized under the provisions of Public Law 537, SOth Congress, in 
connection with property that (1) can be utilized for wildlife conservation 
purposes by the agency of the State exercising administration over the 
wildlife resources of the State wherein the property lies, or by the Secretary 
of the Interior: and (2) is chiefly valuable for use for any such purpose 
and which, in the determination of the Department, is available for such 
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use to convey such property to such agency without reimbursement or 
transfer of funds if the management thereof for the conservation of wild- 
life relates to other than migratory birds, or to the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior if the property has particular value in carrying out the national 
migratory bird program. 

At the State level, the Department of Conservation is authorized under the 
provisions of chapter 127, paragraph 63a, of Illinois Revised Statutes to accept 
property from the Federal Government in accordance with the following 
provisions: 

“To transfer jurisdiction of any realty under the control of the Department 
to any other department of the State government, or to acquire or accept Fed- 
eral lands, when such transfer, acquisition, or acceptance is advantageous to 
the State and is approved in writing by the Governor. 

“To acquire jurisdiction by lease, purchase, contract, or otherwise, over any 
lands held by or otherwise under the jurisdiction of the Federal Government 
for the purpose of carrying out any power or duty conferred upon the Depart- 
ment and to locate, relocate, construct, and maintain roadways and parking 
areas on such lands and to supply all facilities necessary for public use of the 
areas.” 

In accordance with the authority granted under the above Federal and State 
statutes, I hereby submit the attached request for transfer of certain properties 
therein described. 


GLEN D. PatMeEr, Director. 
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